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Men can change  
As I look back on all that I've done to you 
My biggest regrets, the things that I never could do 
I see the light now, baby, it's shining through 
Gotta give up the game, yeah, I got some changing to do 
 
I won't get high, if you want it 
Get that straight! 9 to 5 if you want it 
Keep my ass home at night if you want it 
Whatever you need me to do 
 
When you talk, I will listen 
I'll give you all that attention you're mising' 
Girl I swear I'm gonna handle my business 
Just like a real man should do 
 
I can change, I can change for you 
You know I can stop, babe 
 
I give up all the places I used to go 
Stay out the clubs, stay home because I’m with you 
I give up all those girls that I used to know 
They don’t compare, baby, I swear it’s the truth 
So, I'm through with the women 
 
Yeah, that's right, I give up on the pimpin' 
Girl, I'm gonna repent from my sinnin' 
If that's what you want me to do 
I'll get right if you want it 
Go to church, get baptized if you want it 
Girl, you opened my eyes and I'm gonna 
Be much better for you 
 
Baby, believe me 
Baby, believe me 
 
I can change, I can change for you 
I know I can change 
 
Rap: Take me to the river and baptize my soul. I'm so outta control, needing someone to hold 
Man it's cold. I ain't been clubbing, drinking or smoking. I'm focused, bowin down every night 
Prayin and hopin. I'm trying to figure out a way. I just don't know how to say. But I'm rearranging. 
Hopefully I'm changing. And you can see that. Baby, coz it's hard for me. Kinda sorta odd for me. But 
ain't nothing to it if you need me to do it, I guess.... I mean out of all the people in the world, who would 
have thought that the big boss y’all would be willing to make that change. 
  
I can change, baby. This is legendary shit right here.  
 
From the song “I can change” performed by John Legend feat. Snoop Dog. Lyrics by J. Stephens, D. 
Tozer, C. Broadus © Columbia Records 2005 
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Abstract 
This thesis is a study of two HIV/AIDS prevention practices in Uganda that aim to ‘develop 
men’ as a means of HIV/AIDS prevention. The ‘Be a Man’ campaign is a national 
communication campaign in Uganda. Through media campaigns and training of partner 
organisations, the campaign aims to redefine what it means to be a man in Uganda. One of 
these partner organisations is the community- and faith-based organisation, Reach Out Mbuya 
Parish HIV/AIDS Initiative. This organisation has a programme, which specifically targets 
men. This programme is called Operation Gideon. The education of men from the community 
Mbuya on HIV/AIDS issues takes places in small drinking places during the weekend.  
 
Both Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign build upon rationales that dominate the 
scene of HIV/AIDS prevention in developing countries today. After a decade (the 1990s) of 
focus on ‘empowering women’ the credo is that men make a difference. The rationale being 
that men are often more likely to engage in “risky behaviours”, and also often control the 
sexual relations. In Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, Ugandan men’s conduct is 
similarly problematised for being risky to themselves and their partners, and at the same time a 
central assumption is that Ugandan men hold a privileged position in their families. 
Consequently, men must be targeted to take a key responsibility for preventing HIV/AIDS. In 
this thesis, I demonstrate that the fact that men are considered (part of) the solution in these 
projects, because of their privileged position, seems to entail that men’s privileged position 
cannot ultimately be challenged. Consequently, the task for the two practices becomes to 
encourage men in Uganda to practice their authority as men properly. These ways of practising 
HIV/AIDS prevention produce male subjects, who are to be responsible for managing their 
own and their family’s risk of HIV infection (the female subjects produced have one primary 
focus, which is to support their husbands/partners in practicing their authority properly). In the 
two projects, men are offered different kinds of knowledge that should help them to manage 
HIV risks.  
In the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, men are to be enlightened to see how ‘traditional’ notions of 
masculinity affect their behaviour and attitudes negatively in relation to HIV/AIDS, and 
subsequently, they are to adopt a new alternative form of masculinity, which is defined by the 
campaign. In Operation Gideon, men are offered knowledge on how ‘negative’ cultural 
 
practices affect their behaviour, and in turn they are offered the word of God as the proper way 
to conduct themselves.  According to the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, men have to be Gender 
Equitable Men, and in Operation Gideon they have to turn to God. I argue that both projects 
aim to produce self-responsible male subjects, and that they do so by making men reflect on 
how culture/masculinity constructions/traditions ‘programme(s)’ their conduct in ways that 
inhibit them from managing their own and their family’s risk of HIV infection. Consequently, 
‘culture’ appears to come across as ‘traditional remains’ that inhibit processes of development. 
I therefore argue that there is a tendency to ‘blame culture’ for the spread of HIV/AIDS in both 
practices. As a result of the tendency to blame culture, a colonial stance on African countries as 
places ruled by unchanging traditions/culture, seemed to be reproduced in both practices.  
 
Particularly in the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, this effectively turns the project into a question of 
modernisation. While, in Operation Gideon there are indications of a use of this colonial stance 
to argue that in Uganda it is more effective to resort to religious and ‘traditional’ rules of 
conduct than it is to provide men with knowledge about how HIV is transmitted. In conclusion, 
this thesis sheds light on two distinctively different ways of rationalising the question of 
HIV/AIDS prevention in developing countries: as a question of providing subjects with 
knowledge to ‘free’ themselves from negative ‘cultural’ influences, versus reinvigorating 
religious and/or traditional rules of conduct, in order to benefit from people in developing 
countries’ tendency to be governed by those.  
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 1. Introduction 
“We (…) note with alarm that we are facing an unprecedented human catastrophe 
(…) a quarter of a century into the pandemic, AIDS has inflicted immense suffering 
on countries and communities throughout the world” (UNAIDS 2006).  
The portrayal of the AIDS pandemic as an unprecedented human catastrophe is enhanced by the 
apparent failure of many of the previous AIDS interventions1. As a consequence there seems to 
be an intensified search for the answers to how this pandemic can be stopped. In recent years, 
solutions have increasingly been sought among men (e.g. Alexis 2003a; Barker 2000; 2005; 
Bujra 2002; Panos 1998; 2001; UNAIDS 2000). For example, in 2000, UNAIDS insisted that 
‘Men make a difference’ by arranging a Global AIDS Conference of that name. It seems that to 
‘target men’ or to ‘challenge dominant masculinities’ have become the new promising solution 
to the AIDS crisis. The motivation for this thesis is to question the self-evident assumptions that 
underline efforts to ‘target men’ in HIV/AIDS prevention, and to conduct an analysis that opens 
a discussion of the possible effects and consequences of such efforts.  
 
In order to explore the question of ‘men & masculinities’ in HIV/AIDS interventions I have 
conducted fieldwork in Kampala, Uganda. The fieldwork took place in July-August 2006 and 
focused on two different organisations; Reach Out Mbuya Parish HIV/AIDS Initiative and a 
national communication campaign called the ‘Be a Man’ campaign. Reach Out is a community-
based and faith-based NGO operating in the fields of both prevention and care & treatment. As 
part of their HIV/AIDS prevention activities, Reach Out has a programme that specifically 
targets men, called Operation Gideon. Here, HIV/AIDS education and sensitisation is carried 
out in groups for men, which meet at drinking places during the weekend. The ‘Be a Man’ 
campaign is part of a larger set of Behaviour Change Communication campaigns in the area of 
“sexual and reproductive health and HIV/AIDS prevention among young people 15-24 years 
old” (UAC 2005: 1), initiated by the Uganda AIDS Commission2, and largely funded by 
USAID. The ‘Be a Man’ campaign consists of a media component (educational radio 
programmes and TV spots) and a training component. The training is conducted with partner 
                                                 
1 Here, I am referring to the argument that on a general scale HIV/AIDS interventions have not been successful, 
since the rates of HIV infected globally have not been diminished, e.g. ”AIDS intervention strategies aimed at 
prevention, at curbing the pandemic, implemented through an increasingly well-organised AIDS industry have had 
negligible effect” (Heald 2002: 1). 
2 The Uganda AIDS commission was established in 1992. It is the government body in Uganda that has the 
responsibility to coordinate the national “multisectoral” response to the HIV/AIDS epidemic. 
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 organisations in order to enable these organisations to be part of the campaign’s efforts to 
‘reposition masculinity’ in Uganda (cf. HCP 2006). Reach Out/Operation Gideon is one of 
these implementing partners.  
 
Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign operate in the larger context of HIV/AIDS 
prevention in developing countries. I will briefly try to outline this field of interventions. First, I 
will point to the fact that HIV/AIDS prevention in developing countries has primarily been and 
still is problematised as a problem of sexual behaviours3. Following this overall rationale, the 
debate has focused on whether information on how HIV is transmitted can make individuals 
change behaviour or the attention has to be directed at various structural factors that cause 
people to behave in ‘risky’ ways (Oppong & Kalipeni 2004; Shoepf 2004; Campbell 2003). It 
seems that the need to address ‘underlying factors’, such as poverty and gender inequality, to 
‘risky sexual behaviour’ has increasingly been recognised as the recipe for HIV/AIDS 
prevention in developing countries. Within this rationality gender inequality has for a long time 
been on the forefront. The focus has especially been on girls and women’s vulnerability to HIV 
infection and subsequently on the need to ‘empower’ them in ways that could decrease that 
vulnerability (Akeroyd 2004; Campbell 2003; Farmer 1999; Smith 2002; Shoepf 2004; 
Silberschmidt 2003; UNAIDS 2002; 2004). The new commitment to target men and 
masculinities marks a shift away from the focus on women’s empowerment, but it stays within 
the rationale of gender inequality as an underlying factor to HIV/AIDS. The rationale is that 
interventions that only address women are not capable of altering these unequal gender 
relations, since “women cannot be expected to control the sexual behavior of men” (Akeroyd 
2004: 97), because “men have a predominant role in deciding when and how to have sex and 
whether to use condoms” (Barker 2000: 2). Consequently, since men are the ‘powerful’ ones 
they have to take key responsibility (Akeroyd 2004: 97). The rationale is further that men are 
also primarily the ones who behave irresponsibly in the first place. For example, in Reach Out, 
they claim that men “are responsible for much sexual ‘mis’behavior” (Reach Out 2005: 20. In 
the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, the idea is that “cultural and societal expectations of men in 
Uganda” (YEAH 2006: 3) cause young men to engage in “sexual behavior [that] puts 
                                                 
3 This is important for me to stress, because it may seem natural that the AIDS epidemic have been understood and 
addressed with reference to sexual practices, since the HIV virus can be transmitted through sexual contact. 
However, in my point of view there is no necessity to this, and perhaps it is not the most fruitful way to address 
this problem. See for example Stillwaggon’s (2006) account of the presence of crucial biological co-factors in 
Africa to the spread of HIV.  
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 themselves and their partners at risk” (YEAH 2006: 3). In both projects, the importance of 
men’s problematic sexual behaviour is stressed by the claim that men in Uganda are in a 
position, which makes how they behave crucial to the course of the epidemic. “Since African 
culture accords a lot of power to men, it is important to sensitize them alongside their wives” 
(Reach Out 2006b: 22). “In a typical Ugandan family, the husband is not only in charge of the 
decision-making, but he also controls the finances (…) As such, men are ultimately a key factor 
to improving the health of women and children”  (YEAH 2006: 4). This paradox between men 
as the ones causing the problems, but at the same time as holding the key to the solution, is 
essential in this thesis. The question is, if interventions build upon this rationale will reproduce 
the notion that (Ugandan) men necessarily must be ‘the powerful’? 
 
Notions about masculinities have become instrumental to some of the HIV/AIDS interventions 
that target men. The commitment to analyse masculinities and not masculinity, and to analyse 
how a hegemonic masculinity may silence alternative masculinities (e.g. Connell 2000), bring 
attention to the fact that not all men are the same, and perhaps more importantly that not “all 
men have the same amount or type of power, the same opportunities, and, consequently the 
same life trajectories” (Morell & Ouzgane: 4). It is primarily the point that ‘not all men are the 
same’ that has been taken up in strategies for HIV/AIDS prevention. The idea is that alternative 
masculinities can be promoted at the expense of the dominant ones that tend to ‘make’ men into 
a problem for HIV/AIDS (e.g. Bujra 2002; Barker 2005; Alexis 2003a). In the ‘Be a Man’ 
campaign, the result of the employment of such a perspective is that it is assumed that Ugandan 
men can be enabled to want to reject the dominant masculinity, when they understand its 
negative consequences in relation to HIV/AIDS, and that they will adopt an alternative 
masculinity, which is defined by the campaign. The rationales of Operation Gideon, are not 
building on ideas about masculinities in such an explicit sense. However, they do operate with 
strong notions about the appropriate way to ‘be a man’, that to a large extent are build around 
faith-based notions on how to be a faithful, responsible man. Similarly to the ‘Be a Man’ 
campaign, it is implied in Operation Gideon that their trainers/facilitators are in a position to 
guide men to see ‘the truth’ on how they are to behave in order to protect themselves and their 
family from HIV/AIDS.  
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 It must be noted that what is at stake here is not to force Ugandan men to behave ‘correctly’. 
For the interventions to be successful, the men must want to behave according to these notions 
of proper male conduct. In this thesis, I therefore suggest that this is a question of self-
government – but self-government according to very specific truths. Following a perspective 
inspired by Michel Foucault I want to critically discuss this form of self-government, as well as 
the wider effects of these specific truths (for example whether these practices end up 
reproducing the notion of men as the powerful). In order to critically explore this form of self-
government, I find it essential first to question and destabilise the rationalities these projects 
build upon. However, this becomes increasingly difficult the more the urgency of the AIDS 
pandemic prompts us to provide solutions. Therefore, I find an analytical perspective inspired 
by Foucault and the governmentality literature, particularly relevant, because this perspective 
can enable me to form a critique of specific practices of government. Especially Foucault’s 
notions of power and bio-politics can help me to critically consider the way these Ugandan men 
are to be enabled to govern themselves in very specific ways (that in a sense are in their own 
interest), because that serves the larger bio-political goal of reducing HIV infections through a 
change in sexual practices. In order to form this critique of Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a 
Man’ campaign, I will analyse how HIV/AIDS prevention is rationalised4 and practiced in the 
two practices. I will discuss the effects these ways of rationalising and practising HIV/AIDS 
prevention have on the formation of (gendered) subjects.  
 
The objective with these investigations is not to assess to what extent Operation Gideon and the 
‘Be a Man’ campaign achieve their goals, to discuss how they could be improved or to propose 
alternative strategies. The objective is rather to engage in a broader discussion about the 
premises of HIV/AIDS interventions in developing countries as a practice of “International 
Development”.  More specifically, this also means that I do not aim to analyse how 
masculinities are constructed in Uganda, instead my focus is on how these projects employ a 
particular perspective on masculinities in Uganda in their HIV/AIDS interventions. 
Consequently, the conclusions of this thesis may contribute to the debate about problematic 
aspects of development projects that entail a constitution of us as the developed and them as the 
underdeveloped (cf. Escobar 1991), and about how notions of traditional/modern and ‘culture’ 
                                                 
4 Here, rationalised refers to the theoretical concept rationalities. Thus, this is not a question of rationalisation in 
general, but of the specific ways of thinking, the calculations and reflections on goals and methods that inform 
these practices (See chapter 3, the paragraph on government).   
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 in complex ways constitute, are reproduced and altered by practices of government that try to 
‘develop’. I find these discussions particularly relevant in the context of HIV/AIDS in Sub-
Saharan Africa, in order to bring attention to the ethnocentric assumptions that underlie much 
of this work, especially in relation to reproducing ideas about an exotic and dangerous ‘African 
sexuality’ (cf. Stillwaggon 2003; Shoepf 2004; Oppong & Kalipeni 2004). This is exactly why I 
find it crucial to not take for granted that in Sub-Saharan Africa they necessarily have to change 
their sexual behaviours. Based upon these reflections, the objective of this thesis is to answer 
the following research questions. 
Research questions 
How is HIV/AIDS prevention rationalised and practised in the ‘Be a Man’ campaign and 
Operation Gideon respectively? What effects do these two governmental practices have on the 
formation of (gendered) subjects?  
What perspectives on development as a particular form of government do these analyses 
suggest? 
Thesis structure 
In the following paragraphs I will argue for and explain how the thesis is structured. In each 
chapter, I explore one or several questions in order to ultimately be able to answer the research 
questions. 
Chapter 2: Two practices aiming to prevent HIV/AIDS by developing 
men   
I begin this thesis with a brief introduction to Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign. 
In this chapter I provide details about the two practices’ purpose, background and activities. 
Chapter 3: Grid of intelligibility  
In order to pursue the above research question, I find it necessary to begin by explaining the 
theoretical background for the framing of the research question. The chapter called Grid of 
Intelligibility is meant to function as an elaboration of the theoretical perspective I use to 
analyse HIV/AIDS prevention practices. The chapter deals with how I can use the perspective 
to analyse Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign as governmental practices as well as 
analysing the effects on the formation of subjects. Chapter 3 thus clarifies the theoretical 
perspectives I have developed with inspiration from Foucault and the governmentality 
literature. The chapter answers the following questions: how do I understand the concepts of 
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 governmental practices and the formation of subjects, and why do I frame the question in this 
way? 
Chapter 4: Strategy of analysis  
In chapter 4, I explore the questions: how can I analyse the ‘Be a Man’ campaign and 
Operation Gideon as governmental practices and how can I analyse the effects on the 
formation of gendered subjects?  Based on the theoretical perspectives I have outlined in 
chapter 3, I discuss and explain the specific strategies I will use to analyse the ‘Be a Man’ 
campaign and Operation Gideon as governmental practices, while analysing the effects on the 
formation of gendered subjects.  
Chapter 5: The fieldwork  
In chapter 5, I explain how I have produced knowledge about Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a 
Man’ campaign during my fieldwork in Uganda. This fieldwork included conducting a range of 
qualitative interviews and observing various activities in two projects. In the chapter, I outline 
these, and discuss how I have used the strategy of analysis to set conditions for the kind of 
knowledge I aimed to produce about the practices. The chapter explores the following question: 
how have I produced knowledge about the ‘Be a Man’ campaign and Operation Gideon in 
order to analyse them as governmental practices? 
Chapter 6: Targeting men as a method of HIV/AIDS prevention  
Chapter 6 is the first part of the analysis. In this chapter, I explore how HIV/AIDS prevention is 
rationalised in Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign as a question of targeting men. I 
discuss the problematisations and rationales that constitute ‘men’ as relevant objects of 
government in the two practices. Furthermore, I analyse how this entails both a 
problematisation of Ugandan men’s conduct in relation to HIV/AIDS, and an understanding of 
Ugandan men possessing particular capacities to prevent HIV/AIDS. I discuss how these 
problematisations reflect the presupposition of particular male and female subjects. The chapter 
is concluded by an exploration of how the male subjects are to be reformed in the two practices. 
The chapter answers the following questions: how are men constituted as objects of government 
in Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign? How are men’s conduct problematised, 
and what aspects of conduct are to be reformed? Which male and female subjects do the two 
practices presuppose? (What is the desired end result, and how is it believed reachable)?  
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 Chapter 7: Differences and similarities in the kind of transformation 
the practices seek  
In the second part of the analysis, I discuss in more detail how men are to be reformed in 
Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign. I investigate the different rationalities and 
forms of knowledge employed in the two practices, i.e. the kind of knowledge that is used in the 
problematisation of men’s conduct and to form particular solutions. I analyse how these 
rationalities and forms of knowledge are connected to the different activities, technologies, 
techniques, methods and procedures set in motion in order to achieve the desired end. On the 
basis of this, I discuss the differences and similarities in the kind of transformation of male 
subjects the two practices seek, what overall rationalities about government and development 
they seem to rely on/reproduce, and finally what effects these ways of transforming conduct 
have on the formation of gendered subjects.  Chapter 6 therefore answers the following 
questions: in each of the two practices: 1) what rationalities and forms of knowledge are 
employed and how do these make objects of government governable? What conditions do the 
rationalities set for what can be problematised? 2) What activities, technologies, techniques, 
methods and procedures are set in motion to achieve the desired end? 3) What different kinds of 
transformation do the two practices seek? What effects do these ways of transforming conducts 
have on the formation of (gendered) subjects? 
Chapter 8: The culture here is so strong  
The third and final part of the analysis discusses that in both Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a 
Man’ campaign there appears to be a tendency to ‘blame culture’. Why I argue that in both 
practices a certain colonialist stance is reproduced. This stance depicts Uganda as a place ruled 
by unchanging ‘traditional culture’. This tendency has different implications in the two 
practices, and I also discuss how this might be connected to the different forms of 
transformation the practices seek. This chapter primarily deals with the questions: What 
perspectives on HIV/AIDS prevention as a particular form of development do the analyses of 
these practices suggest? What perspectives on development as a particular form of government 
do the analyses suggest?  
Chapter 9: Conclusion  
In chapter 9, I draw conclusions based on the answers to the research question produced in the 
analysis.  
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 2. Two practices aiming to prevent HIV/AIDS by 
developing men  
In this chapter, I will introduce the two practices Operation Gideon and the ’Be a Man’ 
campaign in more detail. I have chosen to introduce the practices in more detail in the 
beginning of the thesis in order to indicate that these practices and their specific activities, 
methods and techniques for ‘developing men’ form the starting point for these investigations. In 
order to analyse the two practices, I have conducted qualitative interviews, observed various 
activities and read documents. This will be elaborated in chapter 5.  
Operation Gideon  
Operation Gideon is one out of a range of programmes in Reach Out Mbuya HIV/AIDS 
Initiative’s community-based HIV/AIDS prevention activities. Reach Out5 is a faith-based and 
community-based Ugandan NGO6 with affiliations to the Roman Catholic Church. It was 
initially a home care project for people seriously ill with AIDS started in 2001 by the parish 
priest in Mbuya and a Danish physician in collaboration with a number of volunteers from the 
Mbuya community. The project soon expanded, and they opened a clinic next to the church 
offering free medical services to people from the parish with HIV/AIDS. Soon thereafter, the 
organisation expanded to also offer various social support services7 in combination with 
medical care, and in 2003, HIV/AIDS education/prevention activities were initiated, first in the 
schools of Mbuya and later also in the general community. Today, Reach Out offers ‘holistic 
care’ for people living with HIV/AIDS and conducts HIV/AIDS prevention activities in the 
community. The HIV/AIDS prevention department is called “Friends for Life” (FFL).  
 
Operation Gideon’s main objective is defined to be “involving men in fighting against 
HIV/AIDS” (Reach Out 2005: 20), in order “to help men become responsible parents, work 
together with their wives, and join in the fight against HIV” (Reach Out 2006a: 22). Operation 
Gideon is constituted as a programme meant to address a failure to involve men in Mbuya in the 
fight against AIDS: “This group developed in response to men’s consistent failure to attend 
                                                 
5 When I begun the fieldwork I was already quite familiar with Reach Out, since I had been an intern in their 
microfinance department the previous six months.   
6 In June 2006, the Uganda Ministry of Internal Affairs recognised Reach Out as an NGO. Prior to this the 
organisation had status as a level II catholic health centre under the Archdiocese of Kampala (email from Reach 
Out on being recognized as a NGO, August 9, 2006).   
7 Such as microfinance services, assistance with school fees, vocational training and adult literacy classes.  
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 Good Samaritan meetings”  (Reach Out 2006a: 22). The Good Samaritan meetings are the 
HIV/AIDS education/sensitisation groups for adults that started in 20048. They were intended 
to be for both men and women, however few men attended these discussion groups and a 
programme targeting men only was developed around May 2005.  
 
In Operation Gideon, “facilitators” meet men in the community in groups every 2 weeks. In 
Reach Out, Mbuya has been divided into six communities; Nakawa, GizaGiza, Banda, 
Kinawataka and Acholi Quarters. Each community has its own Operation Gideon group and 
some communities have several. The groups meet in malwa9 drinking places during the 
weekend at a set time and day. In these Operation Gideon groups, the facilitators engage in 
various discussions with men from the community. The discussion sessions usually last about 
2-3 hours.  
These activities were developed around the idea that in order to meet with men, you have to 
meet them alone without women being present, since “ it’s very hard to have men and women 
come together for the same meeting” (OG respondent 1b: 290-291). Secondly, the idea is to 
meet men where they can be found. This is built on a rationale that it is difficult to invite men to 
come to such things: “men don’t want to move, like you tell a man go to Mbuya there’s a 
discussion, they find it hard, so what we did, we went out to their places of interest, like that 
place where they drink from, we go there” (OG respondent 4:  73-75). As I will elaborate in the 
analysis, the men who are targets of these interventions are thought to spend most of their 
weekends in bars and most of the week working or trying to earn a living. This factor and the 
fact that men apparently are difficult to invite to such discussions, led the prevention 
department to conclude that in order to meet with men, you have to go to bars on weekends.  
The ‘Be a Man’ campaign  
The ‘Be a Man’ campaign is part of the Uganda AIDS Commission’s initiative to create a 
coordinated Behaviour Change Communication initiative to improve the sexual and 
reproductive health of young people in Uganda including preventing HIV/AIDS10. This 
                                                 
8 These groups were named Good Samaritan in 2005 
9 Malwa or maluwa is a local brew made out of millet (among other things). In a malwa drinking place people 
usually sit around a communal pot containing the drink and drink it from long straws (see front page).  
10 The campaign is thus defined to operate in the broader field of “sexual and reproductive health”. However in 
most of the documents and particularly in the interviews I conducted the focus was almost solely on HIV/AIDS 
prevention.  
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 initiative was started in 2004 and is called Young, Empowered and Health (YEAH)11. YEAH 
runs multi-channel national communication campaigns in “phases”. The first phase of the 
campaign dealt with transactional relationships and was called “Something for Something 
Love” (begun in 2005). The ‘Be a Man’ campaign is the second phase and it started in June 
2006. The start-up of YEAH, including the first three years of activities, is funded by the 
United States Agency for International Development (USAID) through an organisation called 
Health Communication Partnership12 (HCP). Consequently, HCP functions as a key “technical 
advisor” to YEAH with regard to designing and running their communication campaigns.  
 
The rationale with the ‘Be a Man’ campaign is that the male gender norms in Uganda cause 
young men to engage in sexual behaviour that is risky to themselves and others. Therefore, the 
campaign aims to “Challenge male gender norms [and] [i]nitiate change in the ways that boys 
and men are socialized to behave and act.” (HCP 2006: 9), in order to achieve the overall goal: 
“Men behaving respectfully and responsibly towards women and each other, contributing to a 
reduction in the incidence of HIV and to improved health and well-behaving for themselves and 
those around them.” (YEAH 2006: 6). The activities of the Be a Man campaign are outlined in 
a presentation by HCP:  
1) a “[media] campaign using male leaders, media & sports personalities to model GEM13 
behaviour & challenge gender norms” 
2) “Training with men and mixed groups to explore gender norms that increase HIV risk” 
3) The educational radio show for young people called Rock Point 256 that was begun 
with YEAH’s first phase campaign, “models behavioural change” (HCP 2006: 12).  
At the time of my fieldwork the activities that had been implemented included two TV spots. 
They were on TV during the 2006 FIFA World Cup.  As part of the training with men and 
mixed groups, a number of training sessions had been conducted, mostly with “implementing 
partners” Support material had been developed or was in the process of being developed, this 
includes T-shirts, posters and brochures. Developing radio spots to accompany the TV spots, 
                                                 
11 YEAH is managed by a consortium of two Ugandan NGOs, Communication for Development Foundation 
Uganda (CDFU) and Straight Talk Foundation with guidance from a Technical Advisory Team (TAT) and Youth 
Advisory Groups. (Press release; http://www.hcpartnership.org/Programs/Africa/hcp_uganda.php).  
12 HCP is a global communication initiative based at Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health’s Center 
for Communication Programs (CCP) in partnership with the Academy for Educational Development, Save the 
Children, the International HIV/AIDS Alliance, and Tulane University's School of Public Health and Tropical 
Medicine http://www.hcpartnership.org/  
13 GEM stands for Gender Equitable Male behaviour. In the analysis, I will elaborate what this entails.  
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 involving media personalities and involving policy-makers were activities that were yet to be 
implemented  
The training with men and mixed groups to explore gender norms that increase HIV risk was 
described in my interviews as the most important activity so far (BAM respondent 1: 353; 376). 
Like in Operation Gideon, a preferred technique is to conduct training ‘where men can be 
found’. In the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, this entails conducting training in male-dominated 
workplaces and with community groups that involve/target men. Therefore, training has been 
conducted with organisations like UPDF14, tea, coffee, and rice estate plantations, universities, 
a circumcision group in Mbale, and Reach Out (BAM respondent 1: 353-375). Secondly, it is 
preferred to partner with organisations that already have peer education systems/structures in 
place: “we try to identify workplaces where they have some kind of education programme 
already” (BAM respondent 2: 126-127).  The rationale is that in this way the campaign utilizes 
resources and structures already in place; “the idea is that we go through them, their structure, 
to get these peer educators to them, to do the training with their groups” (BAM respondent 2: 
130-131).  The idea with using peer educators is also connected to a method of training called 
cascade of trainings. This method involves that staff from YEAH trains master trainers in the 
partner organisations, the master trainers then train the trainers (the peer educators) in their 
organisations or affiliated organisations (BAM respondent 2: 534-535; 556-567). The peer 
educators are the ones directly interacting with the men that are the target audience of the 
campaign. YEAH have conducted training with Reach Out staff, including the Operation 
Gideon facilitators:  “We’ve done stuff with Reach Out, because what Operation Gideon does is 
they are talking to (…) men in the communities in their drinking joint on Sundays (…) the 
trainers are now making our issues part of their curriculum as they go to talk to them” (BAM 
respondent 1: 372-375). In this sense, Reach Out/Operation Gideon have become one of the Be 
a Man campaign’s implementing partners, since it is the rationale that when the Operation 
Gideon facilitators have gone through this training of trainers, they will bring the messages, 
techniques and perspectives from this training with them when they interact with men in the 
community.  
                                                 
14 UPDF stands for Uganda People’s Defense Force 
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 3. Grid of intelligibility  
In this chapter, I discuss and develop the key theoretical perspectives I apply in the analysis. 
The theoretical perspectives and analytical concepts I present and discuss here are all inspired 
by the works of Michel Foucault. With the phrase grid of intelligibility15, I aim to indicate that 
the theoretical perspective presented in this chapter does not comprise a universal truth of the 
world, rather it forms a particular way of making ‘the world’ intelligible, that is understandable 
or graspable. As such, I am positioning this work in the contemporary field of social and human 
science approaches that question the need to search for universal truths.   
Also, it must be noted that Foucault’s works cannot necessarily be characterised as constituting 
a coherent theoretical framework, especially since many of his books are analysis of specific, 
historical practices. Therefore, the phrase grid of intelligibility is also chosen to demonstrate 
that I have chosen particular aspects of Foucault’s (and authors inspired by his works) 
theoretical and analytical concepts in order to assemble a particular ‘gaze’ with which I analyse 
the two HIV/AIDS prevention practices in Uganda, Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ 
campaign.  
Truth is a thing of this world 
A key assumption in this thesis is that “Truth is a thing of this world” (Foucault 2002a: 131). 
The possibility to produce truthful claims, to distinguish between true and false, and to speak 
truthfully is always related to specific, local and historical regimes of truth (Ibid.).  Therefore, 
this perspective distances itself from the need to speak of absolute or universal truths, which is 
not to say that ‘the world’ does not exist, or “that the law of gravity is just an idea or that one 
would not feel the materiality of a punched fist” (Hansen 2006: 22). The point is rather that how 
we can make truthful claims about the world is always structured by how it is currently possible 
to perceive the world (Foucault 2002a: 131)16. The point is therefore not to disregard 
materiality, but to acknowledge that the material is always discursively mediated (Hansen 2006: 
25). However, it is important to note that this grid of intelligibility should not be understood as 
a discourse analytical approach, because the focus of the forthcoming analysis will not only be 
on how policies and identities are articulated (cf. Ibid: 23), and because discourse analysis may 
be associated with approaches that try to ‘reveal’ discourses as constructed. It is not my agenda 
                                                 
15 I have been inspired to use the phrase Grid of intelligibility from Dreyfus & Rabinow (1982)  
16  
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 to demonstrate the constructed character of particular truths, since in a Foucaultian perspective 
it is not a point in itself to reveal discourses as constructed, for example as ‘mere rhetoric’ 
hiding the true intentions of development institutions (Ferguson 1995: 18).  Since truth is a 
thing of this world there is no ‘real truth’ behind discourses. Consequently, the point is rather 
that discourses and productions of truth have ‘real’ effects: “As Foucault has shown, discourse 
is a practice, it is structured, and it has real effects, which are much more profound than simply 
“mystification”” (Ibid). Therefore, the objective is to analyse effects of particular truths 
(Triantafillou 2005b).  
Power/knowledge 
The question of the effects of particular truths is a matter of “relations of power, not relations 
of meaning” (Foucault 2002a: 116).  To analyse the links between power and truth is not a 
question of finding some ultimate truth with which we can liberate ourselves from power17, 
neither it is a question analysing how those who posses knowledge posses power. It is rather a 
matter of analysing what kind of power relations certain forms of knowledge enable, or how the 
historical contingent ways of perceiving the world make it possible to exercise power in 
specific ways. “It is a matter of investigating the conditions that establish, at any one time, the 
relation between true and false, which is, on the one hand, intrinsic to the sciences and their 
history, and, on the other, essential to the ways in which human beings come to govern 
themselves and others.” (Rabinow & Rose 2003: xii). According to Rose & Miller, the task is 
to analyse how (scientific) knowledge is useful to and structures how it is possible to think of 
social and human problems. Sciences thus provide government with knowledge about what is to 
be governed and how it can or should be governed; ”the theories of social sciences thus provide 
a kind of intellectual machinery for government in the form of procedures for rendering the 
world thinkable” (Rose & Miller 1992: 182). When knowledge is used to render the world 
thinkable specific objects of government can be formed. For example, based on specific social 
science perspectives on the social factors that contribute to the spread of HIV, specific groups 
of people can be constituted as objects of government for HIV/AIDS interventions (such as 
“risk groups”, “commercial sex workers”, “men who have sex with men” or perhaps simply 
“men”). When I analyse the governing of individuals, communities and organisations in this 
                                                 
17 As Foucault demonstrates in The History of Sexuality vol.1 (1978), truth and power are not oppositional or 
external to each other, since ‘the truth’ about sexuality was/is employed in specific relations of power. 
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 thesis it will thus be a crucial point how (scientific) knowledge is employed in order to make 
these entities thinkable and consequently turn them into to objects of government, amenable to 
be governed. 
The exercise of power  
Foucault has refused to develop an ontological definition of power and that is in itself a crucial 
point, since “Power is not a substance. Neither is it a mysterious property whose origin must be 
delved into. Power is only a certain type of relation between individuals. Such relations are 
specific” (Foucault 2003a: 200).  For Foucault, the question of power then becomes a question 
of how power is exercised, and not what power is and where it comes from (Foucault 2002c: 
336-337). In the History of Sexuality vol. 1, Foucault makes five propositions on how to 
analyse power relations (Foucault 1978: 94-96).  
1) Power is not a resource one can acquire, share, loose or keep. Thus power is not a resource 
certain institutions or individuals possess, with which they can repress others, and “power is 
exercised from innumerable points, in the interplay of nonegalitarian and mobile relations” 
(Foucault 1978:94). Relations of power exist on different levels and in different forms, and 
they are mobile, reversible, unstable and open to modification (Foucault 1997b: 292). 
2) Power relations are not external to other types of relations, such as economic processes, 
knowledge relationships, and sexual relations. That is, power relations are immanent in all 
such relations. Furthermore power relations are most often productive, not repressive 
(Foucualt 1978: 94). Foucault argues for example that the occupation with sexuality in 
“Victorian” times, was not a repression of our natural desires or banishment and silencing of 
sexuality. This was rather a time where the discourse on sex exploded, and the will to know 
the truth about sexuality actually produced sexuality, so to speak (Ibid: 23-25). This 
discourse developed around the bio-political goal to maximize the welfare of the population, 
through techniques that disciplined the body (Ibid: 135-155). Following this rationale, 
Foucault argues that what makes power relations work is that they can be productive; 
“If power were never anything but repressive, if it never did anything but to say no, 
do you really think one would be brought to obey it? What makes power hold good, 
what makes it accepted, is simply the fact that it doesn’t only weigh on us as a force 
that says no; it also traverses and produces things, it induces pleasure, forms 
knowledge and produces discourse”  (Foucault, 2002a: 120).  
The central point here is how power relations can be productive by ‘making up’ subjects 
capable of problematising their own behaviour and acting in specific ways (Rose 1999). 
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 3) Power does not come from above, rather below; “there is no binary and all-encompassing 
opposition between rulers and ruled at the root of power relations, and serving as a general 
matrix” (Foucault 1978: 94).  Foucault suggests that we move away from the concept of 
power as a duality extending from the top down and instead view power as manifold 
relations of force. This means that when analysing power one should not look for 
singularity, but plurality:  “Don’t look for the single form, the central point from which all 
the forms of power would be derived, but let them stand forth in their multiplicity, their 
differences, their specificity, their reversibility” (Foucault 1997a: 59).  
4) Power relations are at the same time intentional and non-subjective. That is power is always 
exercised with a series of objectives and aims, with a specific rationality. However, this 
intentionality is not a result of the will of an individual subject. Instead, the intentionality 
operates at a more discursive level (Foucault 1978: 94-95).  
5) Resistance is internal to power; “Where there is power, there is resistance, and yet, or 
rather consequently, this resistance is never in a position of exteriority in relation to power” 
(Ibid: 95). Not to say that there is no “escaping” power, since it is important to remember 
that Foucault thinks of power as relational. Relations of power depend on multiple forms of 
resistance, and resistances are part of a power relationship – resistance is thus never in a 
position of exteriority.  Subsequently, resistance should not be seen as a special kind of 
power operating with an autonomous rationality18.  
 
When I analyse the governing of HIV/AIDS prevention in Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a 
Man’ campaign as specific relations of power, the focus is therefore not on how these 
interventions may repress individual men, and particularly their ‘natural’ sexual desires. The 
focus is on how power relations enable individuals to govern themselves according to the 
specific aim of preventing HIV/AIDS. The focus is neither on institutions of wealth and 
influence that dominate subordinate Africans only for their own benefit. I am not searching for 
the individual wilful subject ‘behind’ the interventions; rather the focus is on the more elusive 
rationalities for the interventions. The focus is also on how these ways of governing rely on 
resistance; for example, in the way men are understood to be free subjects whose freedom must 
be harnessed for the good of HIV/AIDS prevention.  
                                                 
18 In this way, Foucault breaks with the notion of resistance deriving from one single point. There is not one kind 
of rationality specific to resistance and all relations of power have ‘their own’ resistances (Foucault 1978: 96).  
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 Power and freedom 
The perspective on power as productive and resistance as internal to power are linked to 
Foucault’s understanding of the relationship between freedom and power.  Relations of power 
rely on resistance and when resistance is not possible we can instead speak of a relationship of 
violence or physical constraint (e.g. slavery) or a state of domination (Foucault 2002c: 342; 
Foucault 1997b: 283)19. In this sense, a power relation always assumes that the subject over 
whom power is exercised can act differently: “Power is exercised only over free subjects, and 
only insofar as they are ”free”” (Foucault 2002c: 342). Exercise of power can therefore be 
understood as attempts to structure how subjects exercise their freedom; or to structure 
subjects’ possible fields of actions; "it is (…) a way of acting upon one or more acting subjects 
by virtue of their acting or being capable of actions. A set of actions upon other actions” (Ibid: 
341). Consequently, power depends on freedom and at the same time freedom can be seen as 
the product of power relations. Foucault’s analyses also points to how the (modern) project of 
understanding ‘the truth’ about ourselves is part of how we exercise power over others and 
ourselves today.  
“regimes of power establish, deploy, promote and intensify the truths of our selves. 
In short one must abandon the political calculus of domination and liberation. This 
is not because we live in some consensual universe. It is because power also acts 
through practices that ‘make up subjects’ as free persons.”  (Rose 1999: 95).  
From this perspective the ’Be a Man’ campaign and Operation Gideon’s attempt to ‘liberate’ 
Ugandan men from respectively negative constructions of masculinity and negative cultural 
practices can be analysed as a question of trying to set up new relations of power.  
Subjectification and technologies of the self  
A central question in Foucualt’s later works is this question of how subjects are formed through 
the exercise of power: “My objective (…) has been to create a history of the different modes by 
which, in our culture, human beings are made subjects” (Foucault 2002c: 326). The question of 
subjectification is also crucial for the forthcoming analysis. It is a question of how we, within 
different rationalities and practices have come to understand ourselves and have come to be 
                                                 
19 A state of domination is a situation where the power relations have become immobile or blocked, and strategies 
of resistance to modify the power relations are not possible/allowed (Foucault 1997b: 283).  Such states of 
domination may be overcome through liberation, that can pave the way for (new) relations of power (Foucault 
1997b: 283-284). 
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 governed as subjects, with the capacity to act on ourselves. All of Foucalt’s works can be read 
as analyses of the relationship between the subject and games of truth (Foucault 1997b: 281). 
“the games of truth and error through which being is historically constituted as 
experience; that is, as something that can and must be thought. What are the games 
of truth by which man proposes to think his own nature when he considers himself to 
be ill, when he conceives of himself as a living, speaking, laboring being; when he 
judges and punishes himself as a criminal?” (Foucault 1985: 6-7). 
These games of truth did not arise as a result of abstract thought; they all arose in relation to 
specific practices (Rabinow & Rose 2003: xxi). They should therefore not be studied in terms 
of abstracts ideas or only in language, but in terms of technologies. Processes of subjectification 
can thus be studied in terms of the technologies developed and employed to shape and guide 
our ways of being human (Ibid.). HIV/AIDS prevention practices may for example employ 
technologies of health communication, which are specific steps used to enhance people’s 
capacities and motivation for behaving in ways that diminish the risk of health problems.  
In the history of sexuality volume 2 (1985), Foucault shifts his focus on the relationship 
between the subject and games of truth more towards the relationships of self with self: “(…) to 
study the games of truth in the relationship of self with self and the forming of oneself as a 
subject, taking as my domain of reference and field of investigation what might be called “the 
history of desiring man”” (Foucault 1985: 6). With this emphasis on how we relate to and work 
on ourselves as subjects, Foucault begun an exploration into the technologies of how to relate to 
oneself as a subject; that is technologies of the self.  
 “(…)technologies of the self, which permit individuals to effect by their own means 
or with the help of others a certain number of operations on their own bodies and 
souls, thoughts, conduct, and way of being, so as to transform themselves in order to 
attain a certain state of happiness, purity , wisdom, perfection or immortality”  
(Foucault 1988: 18).  
In volume 2 and 3 of the history of sexuality Foucault analyses technologies of the self in 
antiquity (Foucault 1985)20. Foucault have also briefly analysed (1988) technologies of the self 
in early Christianity, and here pointed to how the Christian technique of renouncing yourself 
through confession, in the eighteenth century and onwards, is “reinserted in a different context 
by the so-called human sciences in order to use them without renunciation of the self but to 
constitute, positively, a new self” (Foucault 1988: 49). These analyses of different technologies 
                                                 
20 The concern with care of the self in antiquity is described as an ethical practice of freedom. A concern with the 
self and care of the self was considered a necessity in order for men to conduct themselves in the correct way, and 
consequently practice freedom properly (Foucault 1997b: 285). 
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 of the self throughout history can be said to demonstrate that the particular ethics of the care of 
the self of today is not universal, but historical, local and not the only possible ethics. Since 
there has been other ways of understanding and crafting the relation of self to self than the 
current, there will also be others (Rabinow & Rose 2003:xxii).  In the analysis, the notion of 
technologies of the self are used to discuss the different techniques of working on oneself 
Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign promote and use when they try to change how 
Ugandan men behave.  
Government 
In The Subject and Power (2002c), Foucault introduces the concept government as a way to 
understand how power is exercised: “The exercise of power is a “conduct of conduct” and a 
management of possibilities. Basically power is less a confrontation between adversaries or 
their mutual engagement than a question of “government”” (Foucault 2002c: 341).  
Government is a central concept in this thesis, since the analysis focuses on analysing 
governmental practices. I have chosen to discuss the concept at this point, because it can be 
seen as an elaboration of how to understand the exercise of power, and as a concept that 
captures many aspects of the theoretical perspectives presented so far.   
Here, government does not refer to the executive body in the political system or to the 
management of states, but rather to the broader concept of government as “conduct”.  
Government understood as conduct “entails any attempt to shape (…) our behaviour according 
to particular sets of norms and for a variety of ends” (Dean 2004: 10). The term conduct of 
conduct denotes the process of leading or guiding others by working on how they conduct 
themselves – to conduct other’s conduct of themselves (Ibid). Dean defines government in the 
following way.  
“Government is any more or less calculated and rational activity, undertaken by a 
multiplicity of authorities and agencies, employing a variety of techniques and forms 
of knowledge, that seeks to shape conduct by working through our desires, 
aspirations, interests and beliefs, for definite but shifting ends and with a diverse set 
of relatively unpredictable consequences, effects and outcomes.” (Ibid: 11). 
This definition points to various focus points for an analysis of governmental practices, and it 
also has various implications. The focus is on calculations and rationalities that are specific to 
the governmental activity we are investigating. Therefore we have to leave behind searching for 
rationality in singular (as Reason). “What we have to do is analyze specific rationalities rather 
than always invoking the progress of rationalization in general.” (Foucault 2002c: 329). 
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 Rationalities refer to specific ways of thinking, calculated and reflecting on goals and methods 
how to reach them, which are connected to specific practices of government (Triantafillou 
2005c: 12).  
Secondly, to govern means to shape conduct by working through our desires, aspirations, 
interests and beliefs. This point is central in terms of understanding governing as a productive 
relationship employing our freedom rather than suppressing it. Government involves working 
through our subjectivities rather than against them. In other words, government is not a question 
of repressing who we ‘truly’ are, but a question of utilising ideas about who we think we are. 
Finally, the phrase a diverse set of relatively unpredictable consequences, effects and outcomes 
highlights the theoretical point that governing does not determine the behaviour of the governed 
(since power relations rely on resistance). Therefore unpredictable consequences can be 
expected. Foucault’s studies of specific practices suggest that governmental practices often fail 
in terms of the planners’ intentions. However, the practices often have other effects instead 
(Ferguson 1995: 20). An example is the practice of imprisonment, whose purpose is stated to be 
rehabilitation of the criminal. On these terms the practice seems to have failed. But the practice 
has had another effect and that is the constitution of a class of “delinquents” (Ibid: 19). Thus, 
the purpose with examining the effects how Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign 
governs is not a question of discussing whether they are successful in reaching their goals of 
reducing HIV transmissions. It is rather a question of investigating the effects in terms of the 
formation of subjects, who are to be capable of acting upon themselves in specific ways. 
I will introduce one last analytical perspective to the concept of government, and that is the 
view of government as a problematisating activity. Rose & Miller suggest that government is a 
question of comparing what is to what could or should be; “the history of government might 
well be written as a history of problematisations, in which politicians, intellectuals, 
philosophers, medics, military men, feminist and philanthropist have measured the real against 
the ideal and found it wanting” (Rose & Miller 1992: 181). In such processes of 
problematisation, different rationalities and forms of knowledge can be instrumental in 
‘measuring the real’ and setting op the ideal. For example, in relation to HIV/AIDS prevention, 
the so-called KAP surveys (Knowledge, Attitudes, Practices)21, helped problematise the 
efficiency of information campaigns, since many of these surveys demonstrated that the target 
                                                 
21 Such surveys investigate for example “STI/HIV/AIDS knowledge, risk perceptions, preventive behaviour” 
(Adedimeji 2004).  
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 audiences knew how HIV is transmitted, but did not act consistently to avoid it. Why the 
emphasis in many HIV/AIDS interventions subsequently have been on addressing “underlying 
factors” to this “KAP-gap” (cf. Campbell 2003: 122).  
Governmentality 
In Foucault’s lectures at the College de France in 1978 and 1979, he defined and explored a 
new domain of research into governmental rationality – or governmentality (Gordon 1991: 1). 
The term Governmentality denotes general ways of ‘thinking government’ (arts of 
government). These arts of government inform local and specific ways of practising 
government (acts of government) (Torfing 2005: 191). “A rationality of government will thus 
mean a way or system of thinking about the nature of the practice of government (who can 
govern, what governing is, what or who is governed)” (Gordon 1991: 3). In the lectures 
Foucault applied this concept to analyse different historical domains22. Here, I will briefly 
discuss some of these analyses, because I find them relevant for the forthcoming analysis.  
A government of all and each  
In the lecture called “Governmentality” (1991), Foucault analyses rationalities of government in 
early modern Europe. He describes the emergence of a new rationality of government. The 
problem of how the sovereign can maintain and stabilise his power over a territory, is replaced 
by the problem of how the state can be strengthened and the welfare of the population can be 
maximized (Foucault 1991; Villadsen 2002).  These rationalities included reflections on how 
the strength of the state can be maximized by targeting “the population” as a whole, and by 
targeting individual members of that population. In the lecture “Omnes et Singulatum” (2003a), 
Foucault describes this as a government of all and each – a form of government that is 
individualising and totalising at the same time. This premise is crucial in the analysis of 
rationalities of government related to HIV/AIDS prevention, since the practice of HIV/AIDS 
prevention involves technologies of power that are individualising and totalising at the same 
time. It is a question of governing specific individuals for their own benefit (avoid HIV 
transmission), in order to achieve an improvement for the population as a whole (reduce HIV 
prevalence).  
                                                 
22 He explored the theme in antiquity, Early Christianity, in early modern Europe, the eighteenth-century beginning 
of liberalism, and post-war forms of neo-liberal rationalities (Gordon 1991: 3) 
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 Foucault discusses individualising forms of power with the term pastoral power. Pastoral 
power is a Christian form of power that is exercised through exploring people’s souls and 
making them reveal their innermost secrets. Through this production of ‘the truth’ about the 
individual, the individual is guided to live his life in ways there are to ensure his salvation in the 
next world (Foucault 2002c: 333). Foucault argues that this form of power has spread outside 
the church and has taking form as a new ‘secularised’ form of pastoral power, through which 
individuals are integrated into the governing of ‘the state’ (Ibid: 334). In this process the 
objective has changed from “salvation in the next world [to] ensuring it in this world” (Ibid: 
334). Consequently, “salvation” takes on meanings such as health, well-being, security and 
protection against accidents (Ibid.). In this process, the ‘officials of pastoral power’ have 
increased, and now include officials in the state apparatus, public institutions, private ventures, 
welfare societies, benefactors and philanthropists (Ibid). In HIV/AIDS interventions, the way 
each individual is to be enabled to reflect on how he/she can behave to avoid HIV/AIDS 
infection can be seen as a kind of pastoral power. Perhaps this is particularly prominent in 
practices of HIV/AIDS counselling. 
 
The combination of this secularised pastoral power with the governing of populations 
constitutes a form of power that is individualising and totalising at the same time. Bio-politics is 
one such totalising form of government concerned with the organisation and administration of 
human life at the level of the population; “By that I meant the endeavour, begun in the 
eighteenth century, to rationalize the problems presented to governmental practice by the 
phenomena characteristic of a group of living human beings constituted as a population: 
health, sanitation, birthrate, longevity, race”  (Foucault 2003b: 202).  Bio-politics is thus 
concerned with processes related to the optimisation of the life of a population, why it serves as 
a excellent example of how exercise of power can be productive, since it is ”a power that exerts 
a positive influence on life, that endeavors to administer, optimize, and multiply it, subjecting it 
to precise control and comprehensive regulations” (Foucault 1978: 137). According to 
Foucault bio-politics develops around two poles from the 17th century and onwards: the 
disciplining of the body and the regulatory controls of the population (Ibid: 139). The 
deployment of sexuality is one of the technologies of power that combines these two techniques 
(Ibid: 140).  With a bio-politic that is directed toward “the performance of the body, with 
attention to the processes of life” (Ibid: 139), in order to “invest life through and through” 
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 (Ibid.), sex became a political issue, a target for interventions (Fontana & Bertani 2003: 279). 
HIV/AIDS prevention as a question of governing sexual behaviour is an obvious example of a 
power that aims to discipline bodies and regulate populations in order to optimise life.  
Governing at a distance 
From Foucault’s analyses of liberal rationalities of government I will lend one perspective, and 
that is the idea about governing at a distance. Governing at a distance involve that “Liberal 
government identifies a domain outside ‘politics’, and seeks to manage it without destroying its 
existence and autonomy” (Rose & Miller 1992: 180). This domain outside politics is embodied 
in the notion ‘civil society’. Liberal rationalities of government constitute the concept ‘civil 
society’ as an entity with autonomy vis-à-vis the state. This autonomy is to be maintained in its 
own right, but also to be developed in order to make interventions into it possible (Dean 2004: 
127). Governing at a distance is made possible “through the activities and calculations of a 
proliferation of independent agents including philanthropist, doctors, hygienists, managers, 
planners, parents and social workers” (Rose & Miller 1992: 180).  In the field of HIV/AIDS 
interventions in developing countries we may speak a range of agents ‘outside politics’, such as 
international NGOs, community-based organisations, and faith-based organisations that form 
alliances with state authorities, or more likely donors, to address various problems related to 
HIV/AIDS. When doing so these agents gain authority by claiming to know the nature of the 
problem of HIV/AIDS and the appropriate solutions. Often it is also assumed by donors that 
these agents represent ‘a community’ or a group of people (cf. Nguyen 2004: 129). 
In this sense, we can speak of a form of government that tries to shape and benefit from 
communities’ capacities to govern themselves. Following the same rationalities, a key 
characteristic of liberal rationalities of government is the commitment to govern through free 
subjects (cf. Dean 2004: 210). This involves enhancing and shaping the capacities of 
individuals to govern themselves with the help of specific forms of knowledge, such as ‘health 
awareness’ or ‘gender perspectives’. This can enable individuals to govern themselves in their 
own interest, while it also enables authorities of government to use and mould this governing of 
self-interest for the benefit of larger bio-political goals.   
 ‘A governmentality approach’ 
In the forthcoming analysis, I follow the grid of intelligibility I have outlined here, and focus on 
the effects of specific truths – the effects of how HIV/AIDS prevention is problematised and 
 22
 rationalised in Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign. I analyse the governing of 
HIV/AIDS prevention as a conduct of conduct, i.e. as attempts to shape the freedom of subjects 
by working through their subjectivities, and by using specific technologies of the self. I discuss 
how the rationalities and forms of knowledge that are employed in Operation Gideon and the 
‘Be a Man’ campaign constitute ‘the problem’ of HIV/AIDS prevention in specific ways, and 
inform the technologies to shape human conduct, they use. I analyse how these processes of 
making up subjects capable of governing themselves (in their own interest) are linked to ideas 
about what constitutes the desired end for the population as a whole.   
 
In terms of the subject fields of this study, Public Administration and International 
Development Studies, I find it important to note a few consequences of this approach. The 
objective to analyse how power is exercised entails a shift away from classical political science 
questions, such as who rules and why? How is legitimate rule constituted? (Sørensen & Torfing 
2005: 115) and how can proper rule be facilitated by administrative procedures? Therefore, the 
focus is for example not on how to govern development properly. Neither is the focus on trying 
to identify the institutions, theories or ideologies that ‘causes’ relations of power, the focus is 
rather on specific mechanisms of power, as they are played out in practices. “the target of 
analysis wasn’t “institutions”, “theories” or ” ideology” but practices – with the aim of 
grasping the conditions that make these acceptable at a given moment” (Foucault 2002b: 225).  
The point is also to distance oneself from the common pursuit within International 
Development Studies and Public Administration to investigate why interventions ‘fails’, in 
order to find ways these interventions can be improved (Ferguson 1995). In order to conduct 
such analyses, you need to take the (overall) goals of these interventions as your starting point. 
This is problematic within a governmentality approach, since the purpose of the analyses is to 
form a critique of current practices of government, and the rationale is that this requires 
questioning the rationality at stake. Since governing always involves a certain type of 
rationality, it is not sufficient to be critical of certain institutions or certain states of domination, 
instead you have to ask: “How are such relations of power rationalized? Asking it is the only 
way to avoid other institutions, with the same objectives and the same effects, from taking their 
stead.” (Foucault 2003a: 201).  
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 4. Strategy of analysis 
This chapter includes a discussion of how I have operationalised the grid of intelligibility in 
order to set up an analytical agenda. I elaborate on how I use the theoretical and analytical 
concepts to conduct the analysis, and which specific questions I explore in the analysis.  
 
The agenda, to question the self-evidence with which current practices of HIV/AIDS prevention 
is rationalised, is formed by an inspiration from genealogy. Foucault called genealogy a history 
of the present (Foucault 1977: 31). It is a specific kind of historical investigation, whose 
purpose is to make us think differently about the present. The agenda can be described as ”to 
diagnose the singularity with which each of these questions presents itself at any historical 
moment, and in doing so to reveal the peculiarity of the dilemmas through which our own world 
presents itself to us. To make our present itself untimely” (Rabinow & Rose 2003: xxv-xxvi). 
As a historical investigation, genealogy is not a question of finding origins, such as the ‘pure’ 
origin of things when they first emerged (Foucault 2003c: 352). It also breaks with the idea of 
history as evolution, progress and teleology, and focuses instead on discontinuity, breaks and 
singularity (Triantafillou 2005c: 10). The task in a genealogical analysis is to analyse the 
conditions – the complex developments, mistakes, coincidences, ambiguities (Foucault 2003c) 
– which has made certain ways of perceiving the world or certain ways of governing, 
acceptable at a given moment (Foucault 2002b: 225). The meticulous investigation of the 
myriad of conditions that has made current practices possible  (Foucault 2003c: 351) is meant 
to demonstrate that there is no necessity and naturalness to these practices.   
 
This thesis is inspired by genealogy in the sense that I pursue the objective to problematise and 
destabilise specific truths that we today take for granted. In other words, I have been 
deliberately selective and chosen to analyse practices that present themselves with necessity and 
self-evidence. Furthermore, my analytical perspective on the practices is formed by the notion 
of historical singularity, why the practices are not analysed as a result of a natural or inevitable 
evolution. I try to distance myself from viewing the practices as a final result of accumulated 
knowledge on HIV/AIDS that has enabled us to understand it better, why we might hope to 
finally have found the solution.  However, I do not follow through the more historical aspects of 
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 a genealogy, since I only focus on two current practices and the way the governing of 
HIV/AIDS prevention is rationalised and practised currently in these two practices23.  
Being normative, but not normalising24
As mentioned, I problematise the need to judge, evaluate or improve current practices, because 
I do not want to set up a pre-determined normativity (for example that sexual behaviour change 
is necessary in Sub-Saharan Africa) with which to judge the practices. In my point of view this 
move is something that enables me to make the present itself untimely; by not taken for granted 
the goals set up by governmental practices as necessary it become possible to analyse them with 
a distance;”(…)to establish a certain distance from their apparently implacable immediacy, 
from the demand they make upon us to provide answers not questions. Such a space is 
necessary for us to begin to reimagine these problems” (Rabinow & Rose 2003: xxvi-xxvii). 
However, this agenda should not be considered as above and beyond normative considerations. 
As I have stated, the objective is quite explicitly to resist specific power relations by analysing 
the rationality at stake in Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign. This objective is 
necessarily informed by a kind of normative stance that makes resisting specific power relations 
relevant in the first place. Analyses of the rationality at stake in specific power relations, may 
“allow us to calculate the costs of being what we have become and invent ways of becoming 
other than we are” (Rose 1999: 97). Similarly, in “The Subject and Power”, Foucault urges us 
to promote new forms of subjectivity, by ‘refusing what we are’  (Foucault 2002c: 336).  This 
political task of refusing what we are, can perhaps have said to inform this thesis on an overall 
level. However when analysing practices of international development the notion of ‘we’ or 
‘us’ becomes problematic. Rather than problematising what we are, I set out to problematise 
what ‘they’ are. More precisely, I assume that development practices imply forming 
subjectivities through processes of othering. This is exactly because the development project 
assumes ‘developing countries’ that are to be developed by the ‘developed countries’. 
Development practices consequently revolve around ‘lack of’s in the developing countries in 
relation to being/becoming developed countries, and subjectivities are accordingly formed 
                                                 
23 It can be argued that it is difficult to make the present untimely without the detailed investigation of the 
conditions that has made present practices possible, and/or the investigation of subjugated knowledges that can 
destabilise current ways of rationalising (Triantafillou 2005c: 22). However, in my point of view it is possible to 
make the present untimely with a focus on current practices, only. I believe the grid of intelligibility, I employ, can 
enable me to analyse present rationalities of government with a distance that can make possible a destabilisation of 
these.  
24 Cf. Triantafillou 2005c: 19 
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 along lines of ‘them’ as underdeveloped and ‘us’ as developed (cf. Escobar 1991). This results 
in a process of othering subjectifications, and it is these forms of subjectivities I find important 
to problematise. 
Strategy for analysing governmental practices 
As mentioned in the previous chapter, the target of Foucault’s analyses was not institutions, 
theories or ideology, but practices. Similarly, the agenda in this thesis is to analyse specific 
practices of government. “It is a question of analyzing “regimes of practices” – practices being 
understood here as places where what is said and what is done, rules imposed and reasons 
given, the planned and taken-for-granted meet and interconnect” (Foucault 2002b: 225).  To 
focus on practices is thus to focus on the strategic lines that connect discourse, actions, rules, 
rationales, plans and the taken-for-granted (Triantafillou 2005c: 11). This means to analyse both 
the rationalities (specific ways of rationalising, thinking and calculating) that are inscribed into 
the practices they inform (Ibid: 12), and the techniques, methods and procedures that are set in 
motion. The objective to analyse how HIV/AIDS prevention is rationalised and practiced, is 
connected to this double focus with the rationalities that inform the practice, and with the 
specific technologies to shape human conduct that are employed, which are connected to the 
rationalities, but cannot be reduced to them.  
 
Dean suggests that we can analyse regime of practices along four different dimensions, which 
he views as reciprocally conditioning, but relatively autonomous; (1) fields of visibility, (2) the 
techniques and technologies employed, (3) forms of rationality, thought and knowledge, and (4) 
ways of forming subjects (Dean 2004: 23; 30-32). I will adopt these dimensions as tools in my 
analysis, however I will replace the first dimension with problematisations (with inspiration 
from Triantafillou 2005a). This aspect is related to the view of government as a problematising 
activity. In my point of view problematisations is a crucial analytical step, because it forms an 
entry point to the 3 other analytical dimensions.  I will also make use of Dean’s suggestion to 
view these dimensions as reciprocally conditioning. This entails not analysing the dimensions 
as causally related, such as analysing how or to what extent one dimension causes what takes 
places in the other dimensions. However, I assume that, within each practice, the 
problematisation, rationalities, techniques and subjectivities are connected in a kind of intrinsic 
logic.  
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 Following these four analytical dimensions, I have developed a number of questions I explore 
in the analysis of Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign as governmental practices  
(with inspiration from Dean 2004: 30-33 and Triantafillou 2005a).  
  
 
1. Problematisations 
? What is “the problem” the governmental practice should address?  
? What questions are asked? 
2. Rationalities and forms of knowledge 
? How is the desired end formulated, and how it is thought to be reachable? 
? What forms of knowledge are employed and how do these make objects of 
government, governable? 
? What conditions do the rationalities and forms of knowledge set for what can be 
problematised? 
3. Techniques and technologies 
? What specific techniques, technologies, activities, mechanisms, instruments, 
methods, tactics, procedures are set in motion to achieve the desired end? 
4. Formation of subjects  
? What subjects are presupposed, and what sort of transformation does the practice 
seek? 
? “How are certain aspects of conduct problematised? How are they then to be 
reformed?” (Dean 2004: 32) 
(Dean 2004: 30-33; Triantafillou 2005a). 
The structure of the analytical chapters 
In the process of analysing the empirical material, I have followed these questions almost 
chronologically and also separately for each of the two practices. However in the thesis the 
results of this analytical work is presented along more thematic lines. The first part of the 
analysis (chapter 5) analyses the two practices simultaneously in terms of dimension 1 and 4:  
problematisations and the formation of subjects. The second and third part (chapter 6 and 7) of 
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 the analysis deals with dimension 2 and 3: rationalities & forms of knowledge and technologies 
& techniques. I explore these analytical dimensions of the two practices along four thematic 
lines: “It’s a gender issues”, “Turn to God”, “Producing responsible, risk-managing male 
subjects” (chapter 6) and “The culture here is so strong” (chapter 7). In chapter 6, these 
investigations are used to discuss the differences and similarities in the sort of transformation 
the practices seek, and to discuss the effects on the formation of gendered subjects. In chapter 7, 
which deals with the theme about culture, the investigations are primarily used to discuss the 
effects on the formation of ‘developing’ subjects and what perspectives on development as a 
particular form of government these analyses give rise to.  
Strategy for analysing the formation of gendered subjects 
As the research questions indicates the objective of this thesis is not only to analyse the effects 
on the formation of subjects, it is further to analyse how gendered subjects are formed. In this 
paragraph I will attempt to clarify this objective.   
The aspect of gender is not one that Foucault has dealt with to a great extent and neither has it 
had a dominant position in much of the governmentality literature. In this thesis gender is 
analysed as a specific form of knowledge that can be used to define ‘problems’ and inform how 
these problems can be solved. When I am occupied with gendered subjects in this thesis it is 
because I expect that ‘gender’ is an important form of knowledge for these practices that 
problematise the current situation with the help of specific understandings of gender relations. 
Consequently, I suppose that the subjects that are presupposed within these practices are 
constituted along gendered lines. I assume that a group of subjects holding specific 
characteristics as respectively male or female are likely to be constituted. I also assume that 
within these practices certain aspects of conduct are problematised by referring to it as conduct 
that can be labelled masculine or feminine conduct.  
It is in accordance with my theoretical perspective to understand gender as socially constructed. 
However, the objective of this analysis is not to problematise or analyse specific constructions 
of gender, such as to analyse the local construction of gender or local masculinities in Uganda, 
and how that affects efforts to prevent HIV/AIDS in Uganda. The purpose is rather to 
problematise the effects of using gender in the ways it is used in these practices. In a sense, this 
analysis is a “second-order analysis” (cf. Andersen 1999), meaning that I do not aspire to 
analyse how gender relations are constructed in a given setting. Instead I aim to analyse how 
specific rationalities, about how gender is constructed in a given setting, are used to practice 
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 government in specific ways. In the following paragraph I will elaborate on the reasons for and 
consequences of this analytical schema.  
The masculinities perspective’s place in the analysis  
The concept of masculinities in plural is concurrent with notions of gender as a social construct, 
entailing that there are different, diverging, local, shifting and historical ways of enacting 
manhood (Kimmel et. al 2005:3). ”We need to speak of ’masculinities’ not masculinity. 
Different cultures, and different periods of history, construct gender differently (…) Diversity 
also exists within a given setting. Within the one school, or workplace or ethnic group there will 
be different ways of enacting manhood” (Connell 2000: 10).  The fact that there are different 
masculinities does not entail that they “sit side-by-side” (Ibid.), masculinities are organised 
hierarchically, so that some are dominant and others are subdued. Often, it is possible to 
identify a hegemonic masculinity in a given setting (Ibid.), one that has a tendency to silence 
and combat other masculinities (Morell & Ouzgane 2005: 4). The concept of masculinities in 
plural can therefore be used to analyse power relations between different collective 
constructions of masculinity (Ibid.). Connell emphasises that masculinities are not fixed, simple 
states of being, since they are often characterised by internal contradiction (Connell 2000: 13). 
 
Since at least the late 1990’s discussions about and strategies for HIV/AIDS prevention have 
drawn upon ideas about masculinities (e.g. Panos 1998; 2001; Barker 2000; UNAIDS 2000; 
Silberschmidt 2001; Cleaver 2002; Thomson 2002)25. According to Bujra (2002), the notion of 
multiple masculinities is instrumental to HIV/AIDS prevention in the sense that “a recognition 
of the pluralistic and contingent forms that masculinity may take leads to the positive 
conclusion that men can change” (Bujra 2002: 211). The concept masculinities makes it is 
possible for HIV/AIDS prevention practices to envision that ‘men can actually change’, why 
men can become objects of government. Subsequently, Bujra suggests that HIV/AIDS 
interventions must exploit alternative masculine discourses and masculine positions (Bujra 
2002: 230). There is an entire body of literature that in similar ways outlines how the dominant 
or hegemonic masculinity, in countries highly affected by HIV/AIDS, is (part of) the problem, 
why the task is to promote alternative masculinities that are conducive to the prevention of 
                                                 
25 Connell himself have also commented on the connections between masculinities and HIV transmission:  “The 
very sense of masculinity that assists men in their day-to-day survival also serves to heighten their exposure to the 
risks of HIV infection” (Connell 2005: 82). 
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 HIV/AIDS (e.g. Alexis 2003a; Alexis 2003b; Panos 1998; 2001; UNAIDS 2000; Barker 2000; 
Cleaver 2002; Thomson 2002; Peacock 2004)26. Here are a few examples: 
“hundreds of millions of men have sex with more than one partner and without a 
condom because they believe this is how men do and should behave – and society at 
large (and many women) frequently reinforces them in that belief” (Panos 2001: 4) 
“even though, the outcomes may take years to materialize, it is important to 
challenge harmful concepts of masculinity” (UNAIDS 2000: 7).  
“Changing young men’s attitudes and behaviours so as to promote true and lasting 
gender equality is a slow process (…) this is as dramatic and effective as a vaccine 
when a young man participating in such processes goes from seeing women as 
sexual objects to seeing them as equals”(Barker 2005: 133). 
Reservations to this very instrumental use of masculinities in relation to discussing HIV/AIDS 
can perhaps easily be made. For example, it can be discussed to what extent public health 
campaigns can so instrumentally change collective cultural and social constructions of 
masculinity. However, the concept of masculinities has also been employed to conduct more 
critical discussions of the assumptions of HIV/AIDS interventions in Africa (e.g. Bujra 2002; 
Silberschmidt 2004). Bujra actually questions whether approaches that target men are capable 
of fundamentally challenging the notions of masculinity that have been outlined as negative in 
relation to HIV/AIDS; “we should not assume that  [‘targeting’ men] entails any rethinking of 
masculinity or increased mutuality between the sexes. In seeking ways to frame public health 
messages that men will ‘hear’, there is the risk of restating the terms of a predatory 
masculinity” (Bujra 2002: 210).  Silberschmidt (2001; 2004) argues that, while men in East 
Africa may benefit from the ‘patriarchal dividend’, “the power that being a man gives them to 
choose to exercise power over women” (Morell & Ouzgane 2005: 7), socio-economic changes 
have undermined and reduced traditional male role and responsibilities. Some men feel 
threatened on their male identity, because they cannot fulfil their expected role as the provider 
of the family. In order to compensate these men try to prove their manliness in other ways, very 
often by having many sexual partners and being sexually aggressive or violent (Silberschmidt 
2001; 2004).  Therefore, she questions whether these men, which in a sense are disempowered 
and clinging on to the last remains of their masculine identity, can be encouraged “to liberate 
[themselves] from prevailing notions of what it means to be a real man” (Silberschmidt 2004: 
                                                 
26 Most HIV/AIDS policies and strategies do often not employ the concept masculinities, but the notion that the 
dominant form of masculinity can be changed into something else has to be seen as a basis for their argument. 
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 243). Consequently, she is sceptical of the idea that men in East Africa can be motivated to 
behave sexually in ‘responsible ways’ (Silberschmidt 2004: 244).  
 
I have chosen not to use masculinities as a theoretical concept with which to analyse the 
empirical material, for a number of reasons. First and foremost, the objective of this thesis is to 
question the rationality at stake in approaches to HIV/AIDS prevention that take point of 
departure in the concept of masculinities. From the onset I had reservations against the wide 
range of analyses and debates under the headline “men & masculinities”, because I find it 
crucial to destabilise the idea that indeed constructions of masculinity in Uganda are 
problematic, and this dominant masculinity must be changed into something else The objective 
with problematising this rationality at stake is to question the underlying assumption that sexual 
behaviour is the key problem, because this tends to reproduce an ‘othering’ gaze on Africa, 
where ‘African sexuality’ comes across as something exotic and dangerous (cf. Stillwaggon 
2003; Shoepf 2004; Oppong & Kalipeni 2004). Secondly, and related to this, there is often a 
tendency to ‘blame culture’ (cf. Narayan 1997) in gender approaches to HIV/AIDS, and I am 
sceptical as to whether the recent shift towards ‘men & masculinities’ has changed this.  
It may be considered a weakness with this thesis that I have not analysed the constructions of 
masculinity in Uganda. It could have perhaps proved quite interesting to analyse different 
masculinities in Uganda and how practices that target men might affect them. However the 
empirical material I have collected and produced does not enable me to conduct such analyses. 
Perhaps, it is my Foucaultian ‘gaze’ that has kept me locked on investigating the practices 
mostly through the people working with HIV/AIDS prevention. Nonetheless, I remain sceptical 
of whether a masculinities approach would enable me to keep distance from the rationale that 
(men’s) sexual behaviour must be changed. Silberschmidt’s studies demonstrates that it seems 
hard to avoid the idea that if HIV/AIDS is to be prevented, African men will necessarily have to 
‘liberate themselves’ from ‘negative’ perceptions of what is means to be a man. Therefore, I 
will still stress the importance of analysing the effects of utilising rationalities about 
masculinities in HIV/AIDS prevention, at the expense of analyses of local constructions of 
masculinities in Africa and how these are affected by HIV/AIDS interventions.  
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 5. The fieldwork  
In order to conduct an analysis of Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign as practices 
of government, I have collected and produced a variety of “empirical material”. In this chapter I 
outline and discuss the empirical material I have collected or produced, and how the material 
has been produced. In the strategy of analysis, I explained that the objective of this thesis is to 
analyse problematisations, rationalities & forms of knowledge, technologies & techniques, and 
the formation of subjects. This chapter therefore deals with how I have produced knowledge 
about such aspects of the two governmental practices. 
 
There are perhaps many opinions about what constitutes appropriate empirical material in an 
analysis inspired by the work of Foucault27. However, I think that it would a bit mistaken to 
assume that the production of some empirical material is less ‘dangerous’ than others and less 
likely to reproduce the power relations you aim to be critical of28. To produce knowledge is 
always to be part of power relations, and that cannot be circumvented with setting up and 
following methodological procedures.  
When this is said it is my experience that combining documents with qualitative, semi-
structured interviews with key employees is an excellent way to produce knowledge about 
practices of government. Documents can be a useful source of information on rationalities, ‘the 
desired end’ and sometimes methods and techniques. Interviews are usually quite useful for 
producing something I call problematising narratives. These are the stories individuals 
involved with the practice can produce about how they and others “have measured the real 
against the ideal and found it wanting” (Rose & Miller 1992: 181). These problematising 
narratives can constitute a rich and detailed elaboration of rationales, problematisations, 
techniques, subjectifications etc. in relation to the documents.  In the following paragraphs, I 
will deal with first Operation Gideon and then the ‘Be a Man’ campaign in terms of the 
empirical material I have collected and produced.   
                                                 
27 Some scholars tend to argue that analyses placed within ‘social constructivism’, ‘post-structuralism’ or 
‘epistemological constructivism’ should refrain from using quantitative research methods (cf. Andersen 1999).  
28 Peter Triantafillou argues that as a genealogist you have to be careful of the power relations you become a part 
of, if you conduct interviews, observations or questionnaire surveys. In a sense he ends up suggesting that written 
material is more appropriate, and a way of circumventing some ethical dilemmas as a genealogical researcher 
(Triantafillou 2005c: 21-24) 
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 Empirical material on Operation Gideon  
 In order to produce knowledge about Operation Gideon29 I primarily relied on interviews and 
observations, which I expected could enable me to produce detailed knowledge about the 
practice, especially since very few documents exist that describe the background, purpose, 
activities, or techniques of this programme. However, I use a few documents in the analysis of 
Operation Gideon. I use the reports Reach Out publishes each quarter. I use a booklet called 
“Where is The Good Samaritan Today?”(Raen 2004), which functions as a basis for the 
workshops United Bible Societies arranges as part of their “Good Samaritan Outreach 
Package”. In 2005, a number of Reach Out volunteers attended such a workshop. Afterwards, 
the head of the prevention department named the activities that target adults “Good Samaritan”. 
Finally, I use an article called ”Uncomfortable truths about HIV/AIDS”30, which was 
distributed among the prevention department’s staff during the fieldwork, and seemed to play 
into a debate there over the causes of HIV/AIDS. 
Interviews with Operation Gideon facilitators  
I chose to conduct interviews with the staff that functions as facilitators in Operation Gideon. I 
interviewed 5 facilitators. The facilitators are all relatively young men, who live in and around 
Mbuya, some of them have limited educational background, but the majority are quite well 
educated (they hold university degrees). The purpose with these interviews was to get the 
facilitators to explain and elaborate on the rationales of the practices as well as the specific 
activities, methods and techniques. The head of the prevention department also function as a 
facilitator in Operation Gideon why I interviewed him both in his status as head of department 
and as Operation Gideon facilitator31. As head of the department I asked him broader questions 
about the rationales and techniques of the prevention efforts as a whole. I interviewed him 
twice, since I assessed him to be an important source of information on the problematisations 
                                                 
29 As mentioned earlier, when I begun the fieldwork I had been an intern with Reach Out the preceding six months.  
Because of that I knew the organisation and the community Mbuya quite well, and I could profit from contacts and 
knowledge I already had. During the internship I was placed in a completely different branch of Reach Out, where 
they offer microfinance services to people living with HIV/AIDS. Therefore, I was not involved in any of the 
activities I analyse here, during the internship.  
30 This article is from the magazine called ‘Leadership’ that is published by the Comboni missionaries in Uganda. 
31 The head of the prevention department is a former lay Comboni missionary.   
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 and rationales underlying how HIV/AIDS prevention is done in Operation Gideon (particularly 
because of the non-written nature of this practice)32.  
I asked questions such as why was Operation Gideon started, what is the overall goal or what is 
the purpose of Operation Gideon, and how do you try to reach this goal (rationalities and 
problematisations). I asked the facilitators about the topics they discuss in the Operation Gideon 
groups, how they discuss with the men, what responses they get (techniques and technologies) 
Finally, I asked the respondents about successes and challenges. These questions were meant to 
produce information about rationales, problematisations and how ‘success’ is defined within the 
practice (see appendix 1 for the interview guides).  
Observations of the Operation Gideon sessions  
As mentioned earlier, there is limited written material concerning Operation Gideon. Because 
of that I felt compelled to produce more knowledge, particularly about the technical side of the 
practice. How is it that these facilitators discuss with the men, which questions do they ask, 
which messages do they bring?  In order to produce such knowledge I chose to observe a range 
of these discussion groups. I observed 6 of these discussion groups over a period of about 1 
month. The purpose with these observations was mainly to gain insight into how the facilitators 
facilitated. 
From the beginning I was a bit sceptical about this project. I was afraid that my presence would 
disturb the sessions to such an extent that it would not be possible to observe anything 
meaningful. The Operation Gideon discussions groups were sometimes described as safe-
havens for men, ‘these bars are places where men really can be men’. Because of that I feared 
that my presence as a woman would disturb, and that it would inhibit the men to discuss certain 
issues freely. Furthermore as a mzungu33 it would hardly be possible for me to be invisible as 
an observer. However, the head of the department convinced me that it would be possible for 
me to observe the sessions, if the men were informed beforehand that “a visitor” would come to 
join the sessions34. I found this ethically quite problematic at the time, however I chose to go 
along with this way of introducing me. I hoped it would help me to achieve some degree of 
‘invisibility’ that I was so vaguely introduced. During the sessions, I introduced my project and 
                                                 
32 The reason for interviewing him twice was also that some of the recording of the first interview failed due to 
technical problems.  
33 Mzungu is a word from Kiswahili that is popularly known to refer to a white person.  
34 It seems that these people were quite used to being observed by mzungu visitors’ it is perhaps a price you pay for 
development assistance.  
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 myself35. Two of the sessions I observed were conducted with translation. The facilitator did 
not speak the same language as the participants and another FFL staff functioned as translator36. 
Two other sessions were conducted in Luganda (at times party English, partly Luganda). Here, 
another Operation Gideon facilitator that was present translated into English for me. Translation 
poses a series of methodological problems: misinterpretations, passages or nuances left out, 
expressions that are not translatable to mention a few. When translation enters a discussion 
group it can become extremely difficult to keep track of what is being said and by whom. 
However since I was primarily observing how the facilitators facilitated, the sessions conducted 
in Luganda posed the greatest problem for me.  
Other observations 
As part of my efforts to understand more about the rationales, and the technical considerations 
of Operation Gideon, I also participated in various meetings. The prevention department at 
Reach Out, FFL had a department meeting every Monday, which I attended (from July 17 to 
August 20, 2006). I also participated in a kind of ‘in-house’ training by and for FFL staff on 
“Spiritual and moral values”. Additionally, I observed a Good Samaritan session. The Good 
Samaritan groups are community discussion groups like Operation Gideon, but mostly attended 
by women.  
Empirical material on the ‘Be a Man’ campaign  
In order to produce knowledge about the ‘Be a Man’ campaign I have primarily used 
documents and interviews, but I also make use of two television spots and observation of a 
training session   
Documents on the ‘Be a Man’ campaign  
The documents on the ‘Be a Man’ campaign that I use in the analysis are:  
? “Sexual and Reproductive Health – Strategy Design Workshop 2005” (UAC 2005). This 
document includes proceedings from the workshop held to design the campaign strategy.   
                                                 
35 Sometimes, I did not get to make these introductions before being in the middle of, or coming to the end of the 
sessions. Ethically it is quite problematic that I came to observe these people for some time without them knowing 
why. However, I did not primarily observe the participants of the discussion groups during these observations, 
since it was mainly the facilitators, and how they facilitated that had my interest. The facilitators were informed 
about the research I was undertaking.  
36 This was the case with the sessions I observed in Acholi Quarters. The participants in this group were from the 
Acholi tribe, why another FFL volunteer functioned as a translator between English and Acholi.   
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 ? “Phase II Campaign Strategy – Masculinity & Male Gender Norms” (YEAH 2006). This 
document describes the goal of the campaign and the more technical means of achieving this 
goal.  
? The power point presentation: “Be a Man – Repositioning Masculinity in Uganda” (HCP 2006). 
This is a presentation describing the campaign, the background, purpose and methods.  
? Press release on the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, in connection with the launch of the campaign 
around June 2006.  
? “Phase I Campaign Strategy” (YEAH 2005). This document deals with the strategy for YEAH’s 
first phase campaign.  
I generally use these documents to analyse the rationales (what is ‘the goal’ and how is it to be 
reached), the problematisations and rationalities (background analysis of how to understand ‘the 
problem’), the technologies and techniques (what specific procedures are to be set in place to 
reach the goal) and the formation of subjects (which ‘presupposed subjects’ and ‘desired 
subjects’ can be found in this material).  
Television spots 
In connection with the launch of the ‘Be a Man’ campaign two televisions spots were showed 
on TV during the 2006 FIFA World Cup. I use these TV spots to analyse specific aspects of the 
technologies and techniques used in the campaign.  
Interviews with respondents working with the ‘Be a Man’ campaign  
I chose to interview three people who work with the Be a Man campaign in different ways. The 
first person I interviewed was the campaign coordinator at YEAH. YEAH is the unit 
implementing the campaign and this coordinator can thus be seen as a day-to-day coordinator of 
the campaign activities. Thereafter, I interviewed two employees at Health Communication 
Partnership, the organisation that funds YEAH and function as technical advisor. First, I 
interviewed the person at HCP who is in charge of coordinating the campaign for HCP. She had 
been involved in initiating most of the campaign activities that had been implemented at the 
time of the fieldwork. Finally, I interviewed HPC’s regional director. I chose to interview her, 
primarily because I was told that she had been a key figure in initiating the campaign. This 
interview proved to be very important in terms of producing knowledge about the background 
of the campaign, the rationales of the campaign activities and an overview of these.  
In the interviews, I asked questions such as what is the goal or purpose with the Be a Man 
campaign, why was this campaign initiated or why is there ‘a need’ for such a campaign 
(rationalities and problematisations). I also asked to the methods and techniques used in the 
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 campaign, to ‘the message’ of the campaign, and to the ‘implementation’; how the 
implementation of the campaign was progressing (technologies and techniques). Finally I also 
used some of the same interview techniques as in the interviews of Operation Gideon 
facilitators, such as asking to successes and challenges, and asking to a dream scenario (see 
appendix 2 for the interview guides).  
Observation of a training session 
Selected Reach Out volunteers have been trained by YEAH staff on ‘Be a Man’. This training 
was divided into two sessions; the first one was on the ‘Be a Man perspective’ and the second 
one on how to facilitate. Unfortunately, I was not able to attend the first session. I 
observed/attended the second session, which also included a recap of the first session and some 
discussions about how the participants had started engaging discussions with friends and 
neighbours about masculinity after attending the training. This give me some insight into the 
style and content of the ‘Be a Man’ training. The training or more precisely facilitation on how 
to facilitate gave me insight into how YEAH uses facilitation as a technique in their trainings, 
and on how they try to train their partners in using facilitation as a technique to get the message 
across.  
Transcribing, noting and quoting  
All the interviews I conducted were recorded on tape with prior consent from the respondents. 
These recordings have been transcribed afterwards. The transcriptions of the interviews in their 
full length are only made public to the supervisors and censors of this thesis. When I quote from 
or refer to something said in the interviews, I keep my respondents anonymous in the sense that 
I do not use their names. Instead I use the term “respondent” followed by a number. In order to 
distinguish between respondents from the two different practices, I have included “OG” for 
Operation Gideon and “BAM” for the ‘Be a Man’ campaign before the word respondent37. 
In the observations, I tried to take note of everything being said and done. However, since many 
of these sessions involved discussions, and some of them involved translation it was quite 
difficult to take note of everything. When I refer to something that was said in some of these 
sessions, it should be kept in mind that the wording may not completely correct.  
                                                 
37 For example: ”OG respondent 2” or  ”BAM respondent 3” 
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 6. Targeting men as a method of HIV/AIDS 
prevention   
In this first part of the analysis, I explore how the bio-political goal of reducing HIV/AIDS in 
Sub-Saharan Africa is rationalised as a question of ‘targeting men’ in the two practices, the ‘Be 
a Man’ campaign and Operation Gideon. This entails investigating how ‘the problem’ is 
defined and how an appropriate solution is discussed within the two practices. I demonstrate 
how these problematisations and rationales that constitute men as relevant objects of 
government for HIV/AIDS interventions include both a problematisation of men’s conduct, and 
an understanding of men holding particular capacities to prevent HIV/AIDS – capacities that 
women do not hold. As such, the practices presuppose, rely on and constitute particular male 
and female subjects. The primary focus of this chapter is on these presupposed male and female 
subjects. Secondly, the focus is on how the practices envision that the male subjects are to be 
reformed in order to achieve their desired end.  I demonstrate that the mission to reform men in 
Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign appears to be a question of making the men 
practice their authority as men properly.   
The aspects of my theoretical perspective that primarily are at play in this chapter is thus how 
practices of government constitute subjectivities that are to be reformed, and how government 
is a problematising activity. In this case, it is a question of comparing ‘how Ugandan men are’ 
to how they should be. These investigations are meant to form a starting point for discussing the 
kind of governing that takes place in Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign.  
 
First, I will briefly discuss how the two practices are positioned within the regime of HIV/AIDS 
prevention practices that address underlying factors. 
The ‘Be a Man’ campaign: challenging male gender norms  
The YEAH campaigns are explicitly defined within a rationality of addressing underlying 
factors38 as one of my respondents explained: “rather than just telling kids you know abstain or 
use a condom that what we should be doing is we should be tackling the underlying factors and 
making it possible for them to do that” (BAM respondent 2: 232-234). For the ‘Be a Man’ 
                                                 
38 The campaigns have been designed on the basis of a “Vulnerability Analysis” “that identified the risks young 
people face” (YEAH 2005: 9), and a “Conceptual Framework” that “identifies and defines the six key factors most 
important to influencing the level of risk young people face for HIV, STIs, early pregnancy and school drop out” 
(YEAH 2005: 10). 
 38
 campaign gender relations is the underlying factor that is focused on in the interventions: “The 
Uganda AIDS commission (UAC) has identified gender relations as an underlying factor in 
HIV prevalence and high adolescent pregnancy rates.” (YEAH 20006: 3). More precisely, it is 
something called the male gender norms that are constituted as the problem the practice is 
meant to address:  ”gender issues are, especially male gender norms and expectations are huge 
underlying factors to so many aspects of HIV transmission and prevention” (BAM respondent 
2: 311-313). The problematisation of male gender norms as a huge underlying factor to HIV 
transmission revolves around how these norms affect the behaviour of men. The male gender 
norms or “the cultural and societal expectations of men in Uganda” result in “sexual 
behaviour of young men [that] puts themselves and their partner at risk” (YEAH 2006: 3).  
This illustrates how the practice sees risky sexual behaviour as the main problem, and that the 
male gender norms in Uganda are constituted as a major reason for this. The way that the male 
gender norms are thought to cause problematic male behaviour in Uganda is outlined in the 
following way: 
• “Men have more power in sexual relationships 
• Failure to perform sexually considered unmanly 
• Men are not expected to be faithful, but faithfulness is valued 
• Men use violence as a way to resolve conflicts, control sexual partners 
• Men use/abuse alcohol 
• Men are not involved in reproductive health matters” (YEAH 2006: 3).  
Thus, this practice relies on the existence of men in Uganda who, under the influence of 
specific male gender norms, behave in certain ways that increase their own and their partners’ 
risk of HIV infection. Within this practice, these men are categorised as having “low levels of 
equitable beliefs/behaviour” (UAC 2005: 4). Following this rationale, the purpose of the 
campaign is to challenge male gender in norms in Uganda and initiate “change in the ways boys 
and men are socialized to behave and act” (HCP 2006:  9). This is to reach the desired end of 
“‘gender equitable’ behaviour among men” (YEAH 2006: 5). 
Operation Gideon: promoting a healthy and stable family life 
Operation Gideon is one out of a range of programmes in Reach Out Mbuya HIV/AIDS 
Initiative’s community-based HIV/AIDS prevention activities. Operation Gideon targets adult 
men in the community called Mbuya, why it is assumed that most of the participants are 
married men. Consequently, the problematisations mostly revolve around how and why married 
people contract HIV. One underlying factor is in particular identified as the cause of this: 
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 “because HIV/AIDS is now, is going up most in married people, why? Because of bad 
behaviours (…) there is no faithfulness” (OG respondent 5:  214-216). Like in the ‘Be a Man’ 
campaign HIV/AIDS is mainly problematised as a question of sexual behaviour, and similarly 
the attention is directed towards underlying factors to risky sexual behaviour: “in case of people 
who are married, we have been living with HIV for over the last 20 years, why should someone, 
who has got a wife, who has got a husband, he knows there is a danger and he continues going 
out (…) now what is the problem, so we need to address that” (OG respondent 1 b: 496-499). In 
Reach Out/Operation Gideon, the attention is directed towards finding reasons for 
unfaithfulness, since at first sight it is considered a paradox that people are unfaithful, when 
they are aware of the danger of HIV/AIDS. The reasons they come up with in Reach 
Out/Operation Gideon revolve around a problematic family life. It is therefore believed that 
HIV/AIDS can be prevented if these issues of problematic family life are addressed: “at the end 
of the day what we want is to have a healthy and happy family life” (OG respondent 2: 101); 
“to promote healthy life and stable family (…)Because if you have stable families and 
faithfulness, few married people would get HIV” (OG respondent 1 a: 108-111). Therefore, for 
the prevention activities directed at adults in Reach Out39, the desired end is stable, healthy and 
happy family life as a means to preventing HIV/AIDS in the community called Mbuya. In 
Operation Gideon the attention is directed to the role men must play in order to achieve this.  
How men are part of the problem 
Each time they want sex they (are allowed to) go for it  
In both Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign unfaithfulness is a key theme. In the 
latter, it is a rationale that “men are something like 6 times more likely to be unfaithful than the 
women” (BAM respondent 2: 408-409). In Operation Gideon, it is a key problem that men 
‘continue to go out for other women’. In both practices this problematisation of men’s conduct 
is connected to ideas about men’s sexual urges. A facilitator in Operation Gideon talks about 
men who go for sex each time they want it:  
“some men even if you’re sick they want to force you into sex, don’t you see, so the 
man does not consider the wife, doesn’t respect his wife, for him he thinks about sex, 
each time he wants sex, he wants to go for it and this one can cause problem in the 
family, he will think that the wife doesn’t want to give him, so the man will use that 
excuse to go and get other women” (OG respondent 1b: 509-513). 
                                                 
39 For adults, Reach Out has HIV/AIDS prevention activities for women (Good Samaritan), men (Operation 
Gideon) and couples (Couples for Life).  
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 This quote illustrates how it seems implied that men in general are more sexually aggressive 
than women, and subsequently that unfaithfulness is caused by men who cannot or will not 
control their sexual urges. This rationale about men, who think it is their right to have sex 
whenever they want to, is also evident in a discussion on whether the men can acknowledge 
that there is something called rape in marriage. 
“Another thing now these women who say that men force them to have sex, it’s 
like now it’s a new thing, it’s like that there is rape in marriage [laughing a 
bit] (…) 
Q: But uhm, do most men here recognize that there’s something called rape in 
marriage?  
A: Some (some?) others they keep on defending themselves yeah. They say no 
there is no rape in marriage”(OG respondent 3: 154-156). 
The fact that some of the men, who participate in Operation Gideon claim there is no rape in 
marriage is thus seen as a question of them defending their own behaviour. Like the above 
quote, this forms an image of men who disrespectfully and forcefully go for sex whenever they 
want to have sex. This quote also reflects that the facilitator himself thinks rape in marriage is a 
dubious concept40, or rather that it seems unlikely that Ugandan women can use this quite 
recent legislation that criminalizes rape in marriage to change men’s behaviour41. In the ‘Be a 
Man’ campaign, it is argued that in Uganda there is a lot of coercive sex, because men 
culturally do not believe in rape in marriage; “there’s a real issue here with (…) a lot of 
coercive sex, rape, it’s really common here” (BAM respondent 2: 279-283); “the man is HIV 
positive, maybe the woman is not and the man is forcefully having sex with her, now culturally, 
they don’t believe in rape in marriage” (BAM respondent 1: 272-277).  
 
In the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, the problem of men being unfaithful is connected to how ‘cultural 
and social expectations’ affect men’s conduct. The argument is that men are not expected to be 
faithful, as such, men are allowed to have many partners; “culturally and socially men are 
believed and the women are believing it, men have also come to believe this, a 100%, and they 
would even die for it, that a man can have many partners, it’s free, but a woman never” (BAM 
                                                 
40 The fact that this respondent refers to rape in marriage as something new is probably connected to the fact that in 
Uganda a bill has been passed quite recently that constitutes rape in marriage as a criminal offence.  
41 During the interview he spent a lot of time reflecting on that it practically would be very difficult to get a man 
convicted for rape in marriage in Uganda, therefore  “That’s part of our programme talking to men, they should 
know not all the time that women are in the mood of having sex, no there are other things to think about 
(…)because there is no way a married woman is going to prove to court that my husband raped me”  (OG 
respodent 3: 149-152).  
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 respondent 1: 200-202); The rationale is that, not only do these ‘cultural and social beliefs’ 
constitute that it should be accepted/ is accepted that men have many sexual partners, they also 
constitute that it is necessary for men to have many sexual partners: “some myths like men have 
so much urge, sexual urge it’s too much, and 1 woman cannot satisfy him (BAM respondent 1: 
208-211),  “I mean here it’s a really common belief that men can’t have only one woman, that 
there’s something physiological about the make up that makes it absolutely necessary that they 
have more than one woman” (BAM respondent 2: 505-507). The rationale is thus, that men’s 
risky sexual practices are connected to a range of myths and beliefs about men having a huge 
sexual urge that must be met. It is problematised that men believe in this myth so strongly (they 
would even die for it) that it makes them ignore the risks of HIV infection: “we are living in an 
era of HIV/AIDS, so the ideal of multiple sexual partners has implications, it becomes a risky 
thing. So young boys growing up thinking like that is very vulnerable” (BAM respondent 3: 43-
45). The idea is thus that men’s belief in these myths make both them and their female partners 
vulnerable to HIV infection; “a boy grows up knowing being unfaithful is not an issue, it’s put 
the wife or potential partner at risk, because the person would be unfaithful to a faithful person, 
so the whole concept of faithfulness as a way of preventing HIV doesn’t work” (BAM 
respondent 3: 439-441). It is worth noting that the fact that men “grow up with a perverted 
understanding of faithfulness” (BAM respondent 3: 331-332) is a problem for the prospect of 
using the promotion of faithfulness as a HIV/AIDS prevention strategy. To put it bluntly, 
perhaps because faithfulness is per definition constituted as a highly useful prevention strategy, 
Ugandan men’s tendency to be unfaithful is a key problem.  
 
In Operation Gideon, the question of men’s unfaithfulness is not only constituted as risky in 
terms of the risk of ‘bringing the virus into the family’. Men’s unfaithfulness is thought to 
contribute more fundamentally to instability in a marriage: 
“So you think you want to have pleasure at the expense of your family, so we need to 
challenge them, it’s like married people whether with or without a condom it is not 
going to help you, it’s going to disturb your family, and if your wife goes away, you 
end up bringing another wife, you don’t know how committed she will be, how 
faithful she is going to be, you may end up getting HIV, because you miscalculated, 
by using condoms I’m going to be protected, will condom protect your family, your 
wife, your marriage” (OG respondent 1a: 247-252).  
Men’s unfaithfulness is problematised here as a matter of them not taking proper care of their 
family. Within this rationality, condoms are not a remedy to men’s improper conduct; perhaps it 
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 is just the contrary, because it leads men to believe that it is ok that they have pleasure at the 
expense of their family.  
 
In conclusion, I will point to the differences in how men’s unfaithfulness is problematised in 
these two practices. In Operation Gideon, men are generally understood to have great sexual 
urges, the problem is when they are not able to control it, and think that they should go for sex 
each time they want it. In the Be a Man campaign, the problem is instead the ‘cultural and 
social norms’, the beliefs and myths that make men and women believe that men have a huge 
sexual urge that must be met. It is a difference between innate characteristics and ‘social 
constructions’.  
They do not find respect and open communication important   
A key problematisation in Operation Gideon revolves around how “misunderstanding in the 
home (…) lack of unity, cooperation, dialogue in the home” (OG respondent 1 b: 500-501) 
contribute to unstable and unhealthy family life. Men seem to be constituted with a key 
responsibility for this, since “they don’t know how to approach (…) their wives (…) They lack 
that. Whenever we go to the community we talk about communication. Spend some time with 
your wife, open up, ask her, but most of them they don’t know how to (…) communication is 
poor” (OG respondent 3:  456-491). The problem is thus that men in Mbuya have poor 
communication skills. Some respondents would even argue that men just do not listen to what 
their wives have to say (OG respondent 5:  43-44), since they are affected by cultural influences 
that make them disregard their wives’ ideas: “their level of understanding cannot actually cope 
up (…) the cultural perspective if it’s reasoning, it’s rare you can consult a woman, “what does 
she know?” Her work is in the kitchen” (OG respondent 2: 38-40). The facilitators often talked 
about some impact they believed to have had in this respect, somewhat strangely it was 
considered a success that some men have started bringing their wives to the all-male Operation 
Gideon groups. “Normally it’s not easy for a man to allow his wife to talk (…) about domestic 
issues together with an outsider, because the men fear to be ashamed or to be challenged 
before somebody who’s an outsider, now this response that they can allow their wives, I find 
that this is an impact” (OG respondent 1 b: 51-53). The reason for considering this a success, is 
perhaps that men are believed to have let go of some cultural influences that otherwise would 
inhibit their communication with their wives, particularly on certain domestic issues. 
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 In the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, the argument is that when a boy “becomes a man he does not 
imagine that having respect for his spouse, or open communication is an important thing” 
(BAM respondent 3: 35-36). Thus, respect and open communication is apparently something 
men should learn, but the boys in Uganda do not learn this. So when these boys become men, 
they obviously lack these skills. 
“all those were recognizing that for this transactional sex if you don’t get men to 
start seeing women in a different light (…) if they don’t start relating to women 
differently (…), sex is a transactional relationship in this country, mainly because the 
women are beneath the men (…) it’s indicative of this complete lack of respect I just 
think for women and even women for themselves thinking that they are only a 
commodity, you know they are not, even worthy of being, acting as a equal, the 
women are not even treated as a equal”(BAM respondent 2: 284-291).  
In this quote, the problem of certain risky sexual practices (transactional sex) is connected to 
gender inequality, which in turn is seen as a question of men needing to relate to women 
differently. Thus, the gender inequality that is believed to be an underlying factor to HIV 
transmission must be addressed by changing how men see and relate to women. The above 
quote also illustrates how certain male and female subjects are presupposed; male subjects who 
see women as beneath them, relate to women in disrespectful ways and “Believe[s] that a 
woman is a property of man” (YEAH 2006:22), and female subjects who see themselves as not 
worthy of being treated equality.  
 
In both practices, it seems that men’s poor communication skills become a central problem, 
primarily because it is considered an important HIV/AIDS prevention strategy to have couples 
discussing HIV testing and disclose HIV status once tested “if the wife tests positive it’s not 
easy for her to go back and tell her husband that I went and tested, I’m positive, even the 
husband sometimes (OG respondent 5:  394-399); “a man goes and probably discovers he’s 
HIV positive, and he keeps quiet about it, maybe the woman is negative, and they continue 
infecting (…) each other” (BAM respondent 1: 280-282). Consequently, Ugandan men’s 
tendency to not listen to their wives, and to not value open communication with their wives, 
becomes a problem, because it is believed to contribute to HIV transmission.   
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 They drink and are violent – and spend all their time in bars  
In Operation Gideon, men’s drinking habits was a recurrent theme, while it did not seem to be a 
key focus in the ‘Be a Man’ campaign42. In Operation Gideon, the general idea is that the men 
in question spend most of their spare-time in bars, why they are practically never at home with 
their wife and children: “But on weekends what can he do at home, so the first thing early in the 
morning, you go and drink. So some men still has this kind of mentality, so you wonder how the 
time they have for their children” (OG respondent 1a: 180-182)43. Besides that, drinking is 
often problematised in relation to violence and quarrelling:  
“Then another thing it’s like this domestic violence in the family, most of the time it’s 
caused by men, there’s some who drink a lot and they loose control, they go back 
home and they start beating women” (OG respondent 3:  43-45).“you know I go to 
work and from work I go and see my friends we take small malwa, this alcohol, we 
take alcohol, and I go back home and the wife starts quarrelling” (OG respondent 3:  
110-114).  
Here, the rationale is that domestic violence and ‘lack of dialogue’ is caused by the fact that 
men drink too much. However, this respondent also refers to the possibility that men may use 
drinking as an excuse for being violent; “There are these (…) men who just go to drink 
intentionally that they want to come back and beat their wives pretending they are drunk” (OG 
respondent 3:  182-183). Finally, the facilitators also connect drinking to a problematisation of 
poverty as a factor contributing to unstable family life. “For someone to tell you that (…) we 
cannot save, why? We don’t have the money, but all the time the money is in what, is in the bars 
(….) Then the other challenge is alcoholism. Alcoholism you’ve heard a lot of it (yeah) of 
course the other aspect is the financial part of it” (OG respondent 2: 265-268). Again, the 
problem is that men do not take proper care of their family; when a man spends his money on 
drinking it contributes to financial problems for his family.  
 
In the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, men’s tendencies to be violent are problematised as a question of 
men not knowing other ways of solving conflicts than to use violence; “they don’t understand 
other means of conflict resolution other than violence” (BAM respondent 3: 332-333). This is 
                                                 
42 In various written material on the ‘Be a Man’ campaign men’s use/abuse of alcohol is problematised as one of 
the factors leading young men to engage in sexual behaviour that is risky to themselves and others (UAC 2005: 3 
YEAH 2006: 3; HCP 2006: 6). However, the topic was not really touched upon by any of the respondents I 
interviewed.  
43 This is part of the rationale for Operation Gideon to meet men in bars during the weekend. However, this 
reinforces the view of the men as spending all their spare-time in the bars, because that is where the facilitators 
meet these men. 
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 understood to be connected to men viewing women as beneath them or as their property; “a 
man I’m supposed to have my way, men are supposed to be dominant, and I can use force after 
all she’s my wife” (BAM respondent 3: 430-431). Because of these views, these men are: 
“beating their wives for simple things or small things there is not enough salt (BAM 
respondent 1: 272-277). Or perhaps, it is rather a question of distrust in their relationships:  
“I think the reason why’s there a lot of gender-based violence is because the men are 
unfaithful and the women say something to them about it, and the men get mad and 
beat the women up, or the men suspect that the women have been unfaithful, accuse 
them of unfaithfulness and then they beat them up, I think a lot of it has to with this 
distrust and the dishonesty and the unfaithfulness in relationships (…) so which came 
first” (BAM respondent 2: 338-343).  
This can be seen as a continuation of the understanding of the men as poor communicators; for 
lack of other means they try to solve conflicts and deal with issues of distrust and dishonesty in 
their relationships through violence. Similar to the rationales on unfaithfulness, these 
problematic aspects of men’s conduct are problematised for being commonly accepted in 
Uganda: “some people don’t think it’s a problem(…) You hear your neighbour is beating up his 
wife, nobody goes to help (…) it’s normal (…)so it’s accepted and the women also feel they 
should be beaten” (BAM respondent 1: 290-292).  Here, a characterization of the women also 
comes into play; a woman in Uganda may feel she should be beaten, or fear being beaten by her 
husband. This is also connected to the problematisation of couples’ ability to discuss HIV risk 
and testing; “she doesn’t want to admit or talk to him about AIDS, because then you know, she 
doesn’t want to admit that she might be at risk of AIDS and go get tested, ‘cause what she’s 
gonna do if she finds out she’s positive, if she tells her husband she’d get beaten up, she’d get 
thrown out” (BAM respondent 2: 441-443)44. Again, because it is constituted as a useful 
prevention strategy to have couples discussing the risk of HIV openly, men’s behaviours 
become problematic.  
They believe that men are the providers and women the receivers  
In Operation Gideon, it is problematised that men believe they are supposed to be the sole 
provider or the breadwinner of the family: “but if a man is the breadwinner, what does that 
mean in the family? That a man is the provider, and the woman is the (…) receiver (… ) women 
are also so much on (…) on the receiving end and that have made them so much vulnerable 
                                                 
44 Also: “that a woman in a marriage she not likely to accuse her husband of being unfaithful because she would 
probably get beaten up” (BAM respondent 2: 439-441) 
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 different dangers I would say” (Respondent 168-172). This is part of a classic HIV/AIDS 
prevention rationale that women’s economic dependence on men makes them vulnerable. 
“most of these women are (…) not educated, they have no jobs, also they have no 
power to negotiate for example for sex, they cannot tell a husband., now (…)I have to 
decide, let us you put on a condom or what, because she needs the money, so if a 
man has got money the wife will just accept, because she wants to survive, she wants 
to get money for the day or for the week or so on, so it is very important to bring on 
the issue of poverty and also encourage women that they can work and also be self-
reliant” (OG respondent 1 a: 75-82).  
Ugandan men’s (and women’s) tendencies to behave according to the notion that a man is the 
provider of the family and a woman is a receiver (in charge of domestic work) is problematised 
for contributing to women’s vulnerability to HIV/AIDS. In Operation Gideon, the consequence 
of this, is that men’s tendency to not allow their wives to work becomes a problem (OG 
respondent 5: 346-349). Additionally, this tendency is problematised for contributing to 
financial instability in families (OG respondent 1a:  63-68). In the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, ideas 
about what constitutes male and female roles are also brought into the problematisation of 
men’s conduct. Men are not believed to be ‘involved in sexual and reproductive health matters’, 
because of norms that constitute such matters as the responsibility of women; “in our setting 
here, the responsibilities to do with family health, looking after children, (…) in general terms 
is left to women, men don’t want to go to the health facilities, to escort wife when they are 
pregnant or to take children who are sick, that’s the responsibility of women” (BAM 
respondent 3: 61-64). Furthermore, it is problematised that men generally seek health advice 
less often than women. This is for example understood to be evident in men’s lower use of 
VCT45 services in Uganda (YEAH 2006: 17). The rationale is also that there is a “norm that 
discourages men from seeking advise, support, and treatment from health providers.” (YEAH 
2006:3).  
How men are part of the solution 
In Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, Ugandan men’s conduct are in different 
ways constituted as problematic in relation to HIV/AIDS, but at the same time Ugandan men 
are also understood to posses certain capacities to initiate change in their families. In the ‘Be a 
                                                 
45 VCT stands for Voluntary, Counseling and Testing. More precisely this means HIV testing and pre- and post-
test HIV/AIDS counseling.  
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 Man’ campaign, men in Uganda are believed to hold a privileged position, which allows them 
to affect change in the ‘sexual and reproductive health’ of their families: 
“In a typical Ugandan family, the husband is not only in charge of the decision-
making, but he also controls the finances. Women are also viewed as property of men 
and this limits their ability to provide and care for their family. As such, men are 
ultimately a key factor to improving the health of women and children.” 
(Background research quoted in YEAH 2006: 4).  
The rationale is thus that men possess a capacity to improve the health of the entire family that 
women do not possess, because men are in charge of the decision-making and control the 
finances in their families. Based on this view, the tendency for HIV/AIDS prevention practices 
to focus on empowering women is problematised: 
“although we are empowering the women and the girl child, the decision, the power, 
relations still lie with the men in the home, so whether you tell a woman go for HIV 
testing, it is good for you to go for HIV testing so you know your status, bla bla bla, 
the woman is informed, she’s equipped with the knowledge and the skills, she knows 
what to do, but then when she comes to, when it comes to talking to the husband, the 
husband will say no” (BAM respondent 1: 183-187). 
Here, the rationale is that when women are girls are empowered (equipped with knowledge and 
skills) that does not entail that men’s position as decision-maker in the household is ultimately 
challenged. Therefore, empowering women and girls is not sufficient; since men are the 
powerful in the household it is crucial to change their behaviour. However, the consequence of 
this perspective is that the men’s position as head of the family is not one of the aspects that are 
to be changed by the campaign (apparently because it is not considered possible). Instead, the 
problem with men become whether they have the knowledge and skills to make good decisions 
for their family, now that they have this responsibility.  
 “ boys, they, the way they are brought up they grow to think that a man is supposed 
to know things somehow. In our setting here, in this particular region, we have a 
concept (…) which in a English probably means auntie, an auntie has a traditional 
role of talking to a younger girl as she’s growing up telling her to run a home, how 
to manage life, about children, many other things. But we don’t have a similar thing 
for (…) the boy, we don’t have something like an uncle (…) So basically that leaves 
the boys in a vacuum, they keep guessing, what is right, what is wrong, according to 
what they hear from their peers, what they see their parents/fellows doing” (BAM 
respondent 3 45-52).  
This respondent argues that there appears to be the belief in Uganda that the capacity of women 
to be mothers and housewives are to be developed through the ‘auntie’ system, while the 
capacity to make the right decisions for the family is something that men possess naturally, 
why it is not something that has to be actively developed (since there is no ‘uncle system’). 
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 However, he problematises this belief for leaving men and boys bereft of knowledge about right 
and wrong. He argues that Ugandan men might have the structural position, but they lack 
knowledge and skills to use this structural position for something good. Consequently, men 
should be given knowledge and skills to enable them to do so. Held together with the above 
quote, it can be argued that what is at stake here is that the authority men in Uganda is believed 
to have, is not necessarily to be challenged, but the men are to be taught how to practice this 
authority in a way that can contribute to the prevention of HIV/AIDS.  
In African culture the whole saying belongs to the man 
In Operation Gideon, Ugandan men are also understood to have a capacity that women do not 
have to initiate the desired change towards stable, healthy and happy family life. In Operation 
Gideon this is explained as: “when you look at African culture here, women (…) they don’t say 
much about the family, the whole saying belongs to a man” (OG respondent 3:  49-50), since 
the whole saying belongs to men, they are the key decision makers in the family, meaning they 
are the ones who could make the decision to be tested for HIV. 
“It is easy for a man to stop the woman from doing something, no don’t do it, no 
don’t go for blood testing. You see, but if a man is touched, he can go for blood 
testing and also take the wife, and also even the children” (OG respondent 4:  51-
53). 
 “when you look at our culture in the past, men used to talk and women listen, yeah, 
so whether a man makes a right decision or the wrong one, the woman has to do” 
(OG respondent 3:  466-468). 
Based on these rationales about Ugandan culture, it seems crucial for this practice to encourage 
men to make the right decisions. It also follows from this rationale that the practice presuppose 
particular female subjects, who lack capacity to initiate this desired change; “If a woman has 
the knowledge she can impart it in her children, but it’s difficult for her to influence the 
decisions in the home”(OG respondent 2: 45-46).  The story about Operation Gideon as a 
practice that seeks to address a failure to target men in HIV/AIDS prevention must be seen in 
the context of men being seen as the key to changing the conduct of the family.  Like in the ‘Be 
a Man’ campaign, the men are constituted as highly relevant objects of government in 
HIV/AIDS prevention through rationales about their privileged position in the families. In 
Operation Gideon, the question is how you can make sure that men make the right decisions, 
now that they have the whole saying in their families. In other words: to ensure that men 
practice their authority properly.  
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 The formation of subjects 
Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign presuppose certain male and female subjects, 
which are almost identical. There is the unfaithful man, who thinks of sex all time / believes a 
man cannot be satisfied by one woman. He is reluctant to discuss HIV testing and HIV status 
with his partner(s). He spends all his time in bars, instead of with his wife and children, and 
does not listen to what his wife has to say / does not know any other way of resolving conflicts 
than using violence. He will not allow his wife to work, because he believes he is supposed to 
provide for the family / he is not involved in sexual and reproductive health issues. However, 
both practices agree that he also possesses certain capacities to improve the health of women 
and children, because he as a man in Uganda is constituted as the household’s decision-maker. 
For HIV/AIDS prevention purposes, it is therefore crucial that he make the rights decisions.  
Additionally, there is the woman who is vulnerable because she is economically dependent on 
her husband / who sees herself as not worthy of being treated equally, and does not discuss 
unfaithfulness and HIV testing with her partner/husband, because she fears being beaten. She is 
generally limited in her capacity to affect her own health and her children’s health, because she 
holds a subordinate position in her relationship/marriage.  
 
However, it is important to recognize a difference in these presupposed subjects. There appears 
to be a tendency to view the behaviour and attitudes of Ugandan man as innate characteristics in 
Operation Gideon, and as a result of social constructions in the ‘Be a Man’ campaign. The 
following could be connected to this; the ‘Be a Man’ campaign also operates with the 
possibility of men who are different than the kind of man outlined above. The practice 
presupposes another set of male subjects, which can be called ‘gender equitable men’. Thus, not 
all men in Uganda are unfaithful, disrespectful, violent men. It is only that the gender equitable 
tend not to be visible46: “And there are so many faithful men, but they are not known (…)The 
gender equitable men are not so much known, yet there are so many of them” (BAM 
respondent 3: 151-156). This invisibility of the gender equitable men is problematised for 
making it difficult for them to function as role models, instead it is the ‘not gender equitable’ 
men who are more visible, who become the role models for young men (BAM respondent 3: 
160). This is also problematised in relation to adult men, because the gender equitable men tend 
not to challenge their fellow men to reflect on their non-equitable behaviours. 
                                                 
46 Perhaps, particularly for people working with HIV/AIDS prevention? 
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 “it is a minority of men that are doing it, but it’s just that the majority of men aren’t 
speaking out and saying I don’t think that’s a good way to act, and I’ve chosen not to 
act that way, I think what you’re doing is wrong (….)like for instance with beating 
their wives, the macho thing to say is that (…) you can have control of your wife (…) 
so if you take some guy that doesn’t beat his wife and he doesn’t feel like he really 
has control, you know she has her own mind and she can do what she want, but he’s 
hanging out with a bunch of these guys who do do that, he doesn’t stand up and say, 
you know I disagree with you on that, no, no he kind of just keep quiet and acts like 
he probably has control over his wife too, you know he doesn’t say anything ‘cause 
he wants to fit in with the crowd” (BAM respondent 2: 387-395).  
Consequently, the problem with the male gender norms in Uganda is not only that they 
influence some men’s behaviours ‘negatively’, it is also that the norms seem to reproduce this 
way of behaving as acceptable, because men are afraid of challenging them for fear of not 
fitting in. This is also believed to be the case when young boys exaggerate about how many 
sexual partners they have/have had (BAM respondent 3: 163-167).  
 
In the next section, I will deal with how these male subjects are to be reformed in Operation 
Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign respectively. The focus is on what kind of man the two 
practices hope to achieve – their ‘desired man’.  
The Be a Man campaign: the Gender Equitable Man 
In the Be a Man campaign, the desired end is to promote and facilitate gender equitably 
behaviours among men in Uganda, as previously mentioned. The idea is thus to transform the 
(not gender equitable) male subjects into “gender equitable men” (GEM).  
“Gender equitable men: Respect themselves, their partners and their peers - Are 
faithful to their spouses - Are involved in their family’s reproductive health issues - 
Are caring fathers who provide financial and emotional support for their spouses 
and children - Do NOT use violence” (YEAH 2006: 6).  
In the campaign strategy, this definition is elaborated with reference to young unmarried men 
and young married men respectively47.  In both these ‘desired profiles’, the emphasis is on a 
kind of man who takes proper care of his family (YEAH 2006: 12; 14). The men who can 
already be characterised as gender equitable are also to be reformed. “but what we would really 
                                                 
47 The desired young unmarried man “treats women with respect is healthy, honest trustworthy, progressive and 
modern (…) He may have limited financial resources, but he makes decisions that will enable him and his family to 
have a good future.” (YEAH 2006: 12). The desired young married man “takes responsibility for his family’s well 
being. He is faithful, treats his wife with respect (…) He does not abuse alcohol. He makes decisions that are 
responsible, and is honest and open with his wife. He solves his differences non-violently.” (YEAH 2006: 14).  
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 like would be that those guys would actually say something (…) [so] that these guys would be 
embarrassed to admit (…) like having many partners (…) he wont say you know “what you are 
doing is wrong, aren’t you worried about AIDS?” (BAM respondent 2: 396-403). The gender 
equitable men are thus to be transformed into men who are not afraid of making their gender 
equitability publicly known and therefore not afraid of challenging the attitude of other men 
who behave in non-gender equitable ways.  
Operation Gideon: responsible men 
As mentioned, the question that facilitators in Operation Gideon ask themselves is how can we 
ensure that men make the right decisions, now that they have the whole saying in their families. 
Consequently, they aim to teach men to act responsibly towards themselves and their family: 
The overall goal (…) I think it is to make men be responsible people in the families (OG 
respondent 3:  29-33). Another respondent terms this as a question of men acquiring skills: “the 
overall mission of Operation Gideon is to involve men in HIV/AIDS prevention activities and to 
help them acquire the skills of (…) handling and maintaining the family, the health of the 
family” (OG respondent 4:  20-22). Thus, men need skills to be the ‘managers’ of their family’s 
health. This is also reflected in the rationale behind the name of this practice. Gideon is a 
biblical figure; God gave Gideon the responsibility to liberate the children of Israel from 
slavery. The idea with the name Operation Gideon is to signal to men ‘now it is your 
responsibility to liberate your family from the scourge of AIDS’ (OG respondent 1 a: 443-
44548)49.  
 
Following the characteristic of the men as poor communicators a central step in the reform of 
the men is to teach them how to communicate with their wives; “we talk about, learn to 
communicate to your wives, give her a chance to talk, listen, give her a chance to make 
decisions” (OG respondent 3:  463-464). An important first step to achieve good 
communication seems to be to encourage the men to actually spend their spare-time with their 
family, and not in the bar; “they can have some time over the weekend and have, chat with their 
children, share with their wives, the week experience (…) you talk with your children, you talk 
                                                 
48 This is from the part of the interview when the recording failed, why I do not know the exact words he used. 
49 The head of the department said that he had also chosen Gideon on the criteria that it would appeal to Christians 
in general, whether Catholics or Protestants, and that it would signal masculinity (OG respondent 1 a: 441-442). 
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 with your wife, then you have lunch together, when you’re all sober, it would be very 
interesting” (OG respondent 2: 72-75). Not only should men learn to spend time with and share 
experiences with their family, they should also learn how to plan with the wife; “how a 
husband is supposed to behave, to plan with the wife, husband planning with the wife, have time 
for the children” (OG respondent 1b: 648-649). In the quote below, a facilitator talks about a 
man that seems to live up to the success criteria for how husbands are supposed to behave in 
terms of spending time and planning with the family. “For him he said like on weekends he sit 
wit his wife, they call their children, they chat, they discuss about different issues, how they can 
conduct themselves“(OG respondent 5:  274-276). Thus, the responsibility men are thought to 
take for achieving stable and healthy family is to take on the role of ‘the governor’ of the family 
– overseeing and advising each individual family member on how to conduct him/herself.  
 
In order to secure this communication and planning between a husband and a wife, the man first 
has to be convinced that taking care of the family is a shared task, and to “change them that 
women become, become partners in the daily, in the daily responsibilities in the home” (OG 
respondent 2: 52-53). According to this facilitator, men therefore have to realise that women 
and men share equal responsibilities in terms of working for a healthier family life. This 
includes that men have to be encouraged to get involved in the upbringing of their children and 
generally in domestic work.  “ We are trying also to encourage them to involve in the 
upbringing of their children, you see, we are brought up in a culture where (…) a man does not 
cook (…) this domestic work” (OG respondent 2: 58-67). Later in the interview this respondents 
elaborates; men and women have to move away from viewing things as yours and mine and 
instead view them as ours (OG respondent 2: 174-176). Said in another way, a step to achieve 
stable and healthy family life is to encourage a husband and a wife to come together and work 
for that common goal.  
 
Since it is a key rationale in Operation Gideon that men are controlled by sexual desires, a key 
transformation of the men revolves around making them control sexual desires; “A responsible 
man is, is to make a right decision (…) if you find a lady, yeah it’s true people get these 
feelings, but as you get these feelings, (…) you have to have in the back of your mind, that you 
need to control them. (…) if you’re valuing your family” (OG respondent 3: 101-105). Not only 
is being a responsible man a question of controlling sexual feelings, it seems to also be about 
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 controlling desires in general. At an Operation Gideon session, the participants were asked to 
discuss: “how can we as men control money, alcohol and women, and not them to control us – 
to overtake us” (Facilitator, Operation Gideon Acholi Qrt, 6/8- 06). Thus, men have to take 
control over their desires for women and alcohol, and not spend all their money on such things.  
When discussing how men are to be reformed to become faithful, the issue of faith has 
prominence. Faithfulness actually seems to imply something more than a kind of behaviour – it 
also seems to imply a certain state of mind called faithful to yourself.   
“Because if you’re not faithful to yourself you are going to do things which are going 
to harm yourself, you are corrupting yourself so you have to be faithful to yourself 
first then faithful to others, ‘cause changing behavior, changing people’s behaviour 
is not easy but, if someone is willing, if someone is committed, you have to be 
committed to do that (yeah), you have to commit yourself to that particular thing, I 
have to do this and you do it, don’t just talk about it, that you put it in practice” (OG 
respondent 5: 243-248) 
This may suggest that the first task in terms of transforming these men is to work with this 
fundamental sense of faith. The men first have to be faithful to themselves in order for them to 
be committed to not harming themselves, and therefore be willing to change their behaviour in 
the name of preventing HIV/AIDS.   
 
In Operation Gideon, ‘the desired man’ is responsible, non-violent, respectful, and 
communicates openly with his wife, including discussing issues of HIV testing/disclosure. He 
thinks of his wife as a partner with whom he has to work together for the common good of the 
family. He does not spend all his time in the bar, does not drink too much and instead values 
spending time with his wife and children, planning with the wife and being part of the 
upbringing of the children. He can control his sexual feelings, and is faithful to his wife, 
because he values his family. But most importantly, he is faithful to himself first. 
 
In conclusion, in this chapter I have analysed how the bio-political problem of how to ensure 
‘safer’ sexual practices in Uganda, results in a problematisation of Ugandan men’s conduct. 
These problematisations rely on and utilises different rationalities about culture and gender. 
These will be discussed further in the forthcoming chapters. I have also analysed the male and 
female subjects these practices of government presuppose, and how they aim to work on these 
subjects’ self-government. In Foucaultian terms this is a question of the practices constituting 
the subjectivities they aim to reform.  
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 7. Differences and similarities in the kind of 
transformation the practices seek    
The ‘Be a Man’ campaign and Operation Gideon are two practices that aim to ‘develop men’ – 
to transform particular male subjects as a means of preventing HIV/AIDS. The subjectivities 
the two practices presuppose and ‘the desired man’ they aim to achieve are similar, as I have 
analysed in the previous chapter. However, there are differences between the two practices 
when it comes to the rationalities and forms of knowledge they employ, and when it comes to 
the activities, technologies, techniques, procedures and methods that are set in motion to 
achieve the desired end. In this chapter I explore these technical aspects of how power is 
exercised in the two practices, in order to discuss the differences and similarities in the kind of 
transformation of men they seek. These examinations are combined with analyses of how the 
forms of knowledge employed in the practices enable specific relations of power. These 
investigations will be carried out along three thematic lines. In “It’s a gender issue”, I explore 
rationalities and forms of knowledge that revolve around gender and masculinity, which are 
most prominent in the ‘Be a Man’ campaign. I demonstrate how this entails setting up 
‘problematic masculinity’ as a cause of HIV/AIDS and consequently as the object of 
government. I discuss that the transformation they seek consequently, is a liberation from this 
problematic masculinity within the boundaries of a patriarchal gender construction.  In “Turn to 
God”, I analyse the faith-based rationalities and forms of knowledge employed in Operation 
Gideon. I point to how these rationalities result in a framing of risky sexual practices as sinful 
behaviour, why men primarily are to be transformed to be more faithful in a very broad sense. I 
discuss whether this rationale may clash with the notion of being a Good Samaritan that cares 
indiscriminately and without judgement for those suffering. Finally, in “Producing responsible, 
risk-managing male subjects”, I discuss that, despite these differences, both practices rely on 
variations of liberal rationalities of government. This includes ‘making-up’ male subjects who 
are to be responsible for managing their own and their family’s risk of HIV infection, 
particularly through techniques of ‘facilitation’ that aim to govern through ‘Ugandan’ male 
subjectivities. In all three sections the central theoretical perspective is which technologies of 
the self the practices seek to benefit from or develop, and how power as a productive force can 
produce subjects capable of governing themselves in specific ways.  
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 It’s a gender issue 
The ‘Be a Man’ campaign is a practice that is largely built on and utilises rationalities and 
forms of knowledge that revolve around ‘gender’ and ‘masculinity’. As I demonstrate in this 
section, a consequence of this is that the risky sexual behaviour believed to be the cause of the 
spread of HIV/AIDS can almost solely be problematised as a question of gender inequality, and 
more precisely as a question of problematic aspects of masculinity. I explore how these 
rationalities and forms of knowledge are connected to or reflected in the technologies and 
techniques set in motion to achieve the desired end. The techniques employed entail that 
masculinity is constituted as something that can be moulded for the sake of HIV/AIDS 
prevention, and more importantly that the notion of men as the privileged is being reproduced.  
I also briefly touch upon how rationalities and techniques that revolve around gender are at play 
in Operation Gideon, but in a somewhat marginalized fashion 
How boys learn to be men  
In order to examine the rationalities and forms of knowledge that revolve around gender and 
masculinity in the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, I have chosen “Proceedings from the Design 
Workshop” (UAC 2005)50 as my starting point. Under the subtitle, “Young men, sexuality and 
HIV/AIDS” a presentation from Gary Barker is described. Barker is Chief Executive Officer of 
Instituto Promundo in Brazil51, and he appears to have been a key guest at the workshop52. 
Together with three other Latin American NGOs, Instituto Promundo has developed an 
initiative called Program H, a programme that is similar to the ‘Be a Man’ campaign. When 
presenting his experiences with this work on ‘Sexual and Reproductive Health communication’ 
for men, Barker explained the rationale to be that “the’ way men learn to be men’ (the social 
and cultural norms that guide men’s behaviour) may contribute to an increased risk of HIV” 
(UAC 2005: 3). This is a rationale that appears crucial to how the problem of male gender 
norms is rationalised in the Be a Man campaign; that the social and cultural norms about how to 
be a man can contribute to the spread of HIV/AIDS, why how boys learn to be men must be 
changed.  
                                                 
50 This workshop was held in the end of 2005, here YEAH and its various partners ‘designed’ the campaign 
strategy for the ‘Be a Man’ campaign. 
51 http://www.promundo.org.br/  
52 “we actually conducted the formative research and then we brought in a guy called Gary Barker from the 
Instituto Promundo to help them [YEAH] and their partners design a strategy based on the research” (BAM 
respondent 2: 31-33). 
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Program H can be characterised as an attempt to change male gender norms. As part of 
Program H, a series of training manuals have been developed (Barker 2005: 164). The idea of 
the training is primarily “to create a safe space to allow men to question traditional views 
about manhood”(Barker 2005: 165). Another component is a “Life Style Change Process”53, 
which can be used to promote gender-equitable lifestyle “among men in a given cultural 
setting” (Barker 2005: 165). The process involves working with men to develop the 
communication strategy, “to make it ‘cool and hip’ to be a more ‘gender-equitable’ man” 
(Barker 2005: 165-166), and to work “with the target audience to identify “more gender-
equitable” men in the community” (UAC 2005: 4). The rationale of this work is thus that men 
can become more ‘gender-equitable’ if they are guided to reflect on the consequences of 
“negative male gender norms” (UAC 2005: 4), and if being gender equitable is promoted as 
hip and cool. At the workshop, Barker also emphasised that this work must be done in a way 
that does not blame men or portray them in negative ways (UAC 2005: 4).  
 
It is interesting that the rationales and the approach Barker tries to promote seems to claim a 
universal validity. Program H operates in Latin America, but there seems to be made no 
references (in Barker 2005; UAC 2005) to these ‘negative’ social and culture norms as 
particular Latin-American phenomena. However, Program H’s training manual has been 
“Africanized”, and this Africanization54 has apparently contributed to some extent to how the 
training that is part of the ‘Be a Man’ campaign is conducted (BAM respondent 2: 72).“Two 
people from YEAH we sent them down to Dar es Salaam to be part of a workshop to try and 
Africanize the training manual that was produced by his programme in Brazil” (BAM 
respondent 2: 44-46).  
The ‘Be a Man’ campaign: stimulating discussions and modelling the 
alternative man 
The way the ‘Be a Man’ campaign has benefited from these rationales and techniques is evident 
in the way the campaigns aims to 1) challenge male gender norms in Uganda and 2) promote 
                                                 
53 Instituto Promondu has developed this process in collaboration with JohnSnowBrazil and SSL international (the 
makers of Durex). 
54 Unfortunately, I do not know what this Africanization actually entailed. Regrettably I did not ask this respondent 
to elaborate on for example what the Africanization consisted of, what the outcome was, who were involved in it, 
and why it had been considered necessary.   
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 gender equitable male behaviour through a life-style change campaign (HCP 2006: 9; UAC 
2005: 9; BAM respondent 3: 102-105). The specific techniques that are used to challenge male 
gender norms can be described as a matter of questioning the certainty with which Ugandans 
think men should behave – to start a problematisation of current male gender norms; “we’re 
just trying to get them to think, that’s the first phase, get them to question and think and debate 
about these issues (…) because at the moment people don’t see anything wrong with it” (BAM 
respondent 1: 223-226). It is a question of creating opportunities and spaces for Ugandan men 
(and women) to question and discuss the way boys are socialised to become men; “stimulate 
discussion about existing cultural and social norm (…) create a space for young men to 
question traditional views about manhood” (YEAH 2006: 5). The rationale is that the creation 
of such spaces and rooms for problematisations may lead Ugandans to conclude that the male 
gender norms can be changed;  “to actually think critically about that, and then to realize that it 
doesn’t have to be that way, it’s not written in stone, they can make a change if they 
want”(BAM respondent 2: 345-349).  
 
Simultaneously with the problematisation of male gender norms, the alternative of being a 
gender equitable man is promoted through a life-style change campaign, “that redefines what is 
socially acceptable male behaviour” (YEAH 2006:5). Through different media outlets, 
including the campaign t-shirt55, Ugandans are to connect the phrase ‘Be a Man’ with 
something else than they usually do:  
“So normally if (…) somebody say ah Be a Man, you know men beat their wives, Be 
a Man, I know men are never faithful, you know, but we say Be a Man and be non-
violent, faithful, respectful, responsible, caring, so it’s like Be a Man, be a gender 
equitable man, be a new bread of men, that we are trying to find, to create“ (BAM 
respondent 3: 459-462).  
This is a question of modelling an alternative man – of making it hip and cool to be a gender 
equitable man; “And the issue is modelling, because right now many young people think that 
what is fashionable is to have many sexual partners. It’s not fashionable to discuss with your 
spouse, or girlfriend or wife” (BAM respondent 3: 141-144). Thus, the rationale is that it is 
fashionable in Uganda today to be a ‘traditional man’, so the task for the campaign is to make it 
fashionable to be a GEM.  
                                                 
55 On the back of the t-shirts there is the logo that says: “Be a Man”, followed by this message: “- Caring – 
Respectful - Non-violent - Faithful” (Campaign t-shirt).   
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 The gender matrix  
As indicated above, it is a rationale with Program H and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign that men will 
feel persuaded to question ‘traditional views about manhood’, when they understand how it is 
negative to themselves and others. As such, the rationale is that men will free themselves from 
these apparently widely held social and cultural norms. There is a particular liberation ideal in 
this rationale; people working with such programmes are apparently in a privileged position to 
see how social and cultural norms affect men’s behaviours negatively, and their role is therefore 
to enlighten men to see the same. Actually, Instituto Promondu’s work is compared to the film 
“The Matrix”. 
“Like Keanu Reeves in the film The Matrix, youth participating in projects learn to 
reflect critically on how behaviour and attitudes are shaped by 
societal ‘programming.’ According to director Gary Barker, the aim of the projects, 
directed mainly at young men in Rio’s notoriously violent and macho favela 
communities, is to help unveil the ‘matrix’ of gender constructions” (Galeria 2006)
The Matrix is an interesting analogy, because it implies that there are those people who have 
seen ‘the matrix’ and understand that what we think is the real world is just a construct 
(imposed on us to hide the truth), and then there are those people who have not seen the matrix 
and continue to be blindly programmed by it. It also implies that behind the artificial 
construction of what we think is our real world lies the real truth56. I do not assume that people 
working with Instituto Promondu or similar programmes would actually take the argumentation 
on gender constructions so far. However, it implies perhaps that these people believe 
themselves to be in a position to judge, which gender constructions are bad (‘negative’) and 
which are good (‘positive’), and since they understand that, they must reveal this truth to men 
(who perhaps are particularly ‘programmed’ by these gender constructions). In this context, the 
reference Barker made at the Design Workshop about not blaming men can perhaps be seen as 
a question of not blaming the individual man for behaving “not gender-equitably”, since it is 
actually the gender constructions that ‘make them do it’. More importantly, this implies in a 
sense that gender constructions are something exogenous to the subject, something each 
individual man can look at and choose not to follow. Moreover, people working with such 
campaigns can, within this rationality, claim an authority to speak the truth about how men (and 
women) are to behave – they claim a truth to constitute gendered subjectivities. 
 
                                                 
56 This is at least the case if you make reference to the first of the Matrix movies 
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 In the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, the rationale, that the people working with the campaign hold a 
privileged position to see which masculinity constructions are good and which are bad, is also 
evident in the use of the negative/positive code. Challenging male gender norms is a question 
of;  “[trying to] get men and women to think about what does it mean to be a man and a woman 
and what are some of the negative aspects of that” (BAM respondent 2: 345-346), and the Life 
Style Change campaign is a question of “modelling positive behaviour” (BAM respondent 3:  
288).  The words negative and positive imply a great deal of taken-for-grantedness. When 
behaviours and attitudes are deemed positive or negative it is self-evidently implied that this is 
respectively the right or the wrong way to conduct oneself. In a sense this reflects the totalising 
effects of bio-politics. It becomes obvious that people want to be made aware of behaviours that 
can be negative to their health, and also that people who are experts on these health issues have 
to make them aware of it. This self-evident truth on how Ugandan men are to behave is also in 
reflected in the references often made to how the process of challenging male gender norms is 
thought to make the men (and women) conclude that the aspects of masculinity, the ‘Be a Man’ 
campaign has defined as negative57, are indeed negative;  
“that’s the way it is now but it doesn’t have to stay that way and (…) we [the target 
audience] think these aspects are a negative way of defining what makes a man a 
real man,(…) and that we can decide that we wanna do it differently, and I think 
that’s what we are trying to get out, and (…) I don’t think we should be telling them 
as, as YEAH or as the Be a Man campaign (….) we should be getting them to think 
about it and that’s what we’ve trying to with the material”(BAM respondent 2: 353-
359).  
The people working with the ‘Be a Man’ campaign understand how ‘the gender matrix’ 
programmes men’s behaviour negatively. However, they should not tell men this directly, they 
have to think about it, so that they come to the conclusion themselves (we think these aspects 
are negative). The rationale seems to be that if you just tell men what aspects of masculinity are 
negative, they may not take it in or they may feel blamed, so in order for them to want to 
change they have to come to the conclusions themselves.  
The GEM scale  
As part of Program H something called the GEM Scale was developed in 2002 (Barker 2005: 
166).   The GEM scale stands for the gender-equitable male scale. The GEM scale is a set of 
indicators that can be used “to categorize men according to their beliefs and behaviours” 
                                                 
57 cf. the list of problems caused by the male gender norms in Uganda (YEAH 2006: 3). These are presented in the 
beginning of chapter 6. 
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 (UAC 2005: 3). The scale has 24 items. Items are questions and statements related to attitudes 
and respondents are asked whether they agree or not58. The questions and statements revolve 
around “gender roles in the home and child caregiving, gender roles in sexual relationships, 
shared responsibility for reproductive health and disease prevention, intimate partner violence, 
homosexuality and close relationships with other men.” (Barker 2005: 166). On the basis of the 
GEM scale items men can be categorised as59:  
- Highly equitable male 
- Moderately equitable male 
- Male with low levels of equitable beliefs/behaviour (UAC 2005: 3-4).  
In the proceedings from the Design Workshop, it says that Instituto Promundo originally 
developed the GEM scale in order to confirm a link between STIs and male gender norms, and 
in their research they found that “men with highly equitable beliefs/behaviours reported fewer 
symptoms of sexually transmitted infections” (UAC 2005: 4). Barker refers to that, in a baseline 
study for Program H, conducted in Rio de Janeiro, they found that “inequitable gender norms 
and attitudes were significantly associated with HIV risk” (Barker 2005: 168). This obviously 
constitutes a key rationale in the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, since the investigations where the GEM 
scale was used, confirmed a link between the degree of gender equitable male behaviour and the 
likelihood of HIV infection. This constitutes ‘male gender norms’ as a relevant object of 
government for HIV/AIDS prevention practices.  
 
The GEM scale was also used in a research by FHI60 called “Young Men as Equal Partners”, 
which is supposed to function as one of two baseline studies for the ‘Be a Man’ campaign. In 
this research a sample of male youth in Uganda was asked about a selection of GEM scale 
items. This research is referred to in HCP’s presentation of the campaign (HCP 2006). The 
research results used in the presentation are shown below:   
                                                 
58 The respondents can choose to answer: I agree, I partially agree or I do not agree (Barker 2005: 166) 
59 It is worth to note that it is implied with the GEM scale indicators that the answers men give to these questions 
also reflect how they behave. According to Barker, testing of the GEM scale showed that “the ways young men 
answered the questions were correlated to how they say they act” (Barker 2005: 167).  
60 FHI stands for Family Health International  
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Per cent of male youth who agree with selected GEM scale items (HCP 2006: 4-5) 
 
The GEM scale is then a kind of knowledge that makes how and to what extent ‘men are the 
problem’ visible. The ‘Be a Man’ campaign seemed to have used this technique to outline the 
list of problems with Ugandan men’s conduct61. For practices that operate within this rationale, 
the scale can also be used to evaluate the impact of interventions (Barker 2005: 166); like HCP 
                                                 
61 cf. chapter 6: ‘Men have more power in sexual relationships, men are not expected to be faithful, men use 
violence to control sexual partners’ etc. (YEAH 2006: 3)  
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 has done with an evaluation on the “Impact of RockPoint on Gender Norms” (HCP 2006b)62.  
A striking example of how rationalities like these form how the problem is defined in the ‘Be a 
Man’ campaign, is this quote: “just telling people to be faithful would do nothing we need to go 
to these underlying factors again and it’s a gender issue” (BAM respondent 2: 302-303). In 
this quote, the respondent quite literally implies that unfaithfulness is caused by gender 
inequality. This is an excellent example of the conditions the rationalities of gender and 
masculinities set for what can be problematised in this practice; problematic sexual behaviour 
can almost only be understood as a consequence of gender inequality, and especially a 
problematic masculinity.   
Key messages: men, be faithful and women, stand up for your rights 
Since the ‘Be a Man’ campaign is defined as a communication campaign, an important way to 
conceptualise the goal of the campaign and the technologies and techniques to be used is to 
define the key “messages” of the campaign. The Campaign Strategy (YEAH 2006), outlines the 
communication objectives and key message points for each of the three ”primary target 
audiences”. The three primary target audiences are 1) unmarried boys/men, 2) unmarried 
girls/women and 3) 18-24 year old married men63. For the target group unmarried boys/men 
some of the key message points are: 
“Behaving in a more gender equitable way means giving equal opportunity to men 
and women- you get the best from each person  
These are modern times, we have to adapt and change for the better 
Cultures do change 
Be the man you want to be  
The number of sexual partners a man has does not prove a man’s masculinity  
You do not have to play sex and get involved with girls to be a ‘man’ – instead these 
actions can lead to social problems, e.g. HIV” (YEAH 2006: 12). 
This seems to be a question of making young men free themselves from traditional culture, so 
that they both adapt to modern times and become the man they want to be - in effect, to 
promote gender equitable behaviours as the modern way of behaving. The connection between 
masculinity and many sexual partners is attempted deconstructed, for example by referring to 
the possible negative consequences of having many sexual partners, or having sex for that 
matter.  For the target group unmarried girls/women some of the key message points are:  
                                                 
62 RockPoint 256 is the name of the educational radio show begun with YEAH’s first phase campaign 
63 Secondary audiences are: community leaders (including cultural and religious), media personalities and married 
women (YEAH 2006: 11). This makes me wonder whether married women are considered a lost cause, in the 
sense that as a target group they are not believed to posses great potentials for change. 
 63
 “You have many great things that you can do. Let people know that you can 
contribute 
Decide to enter a gender-equitable relationship 
Revaluate what it means to be a woman 
Stand up for your rights 
If you communicate openly with your partner, you can: prevent HIV & unplanned 
pregnancies, encourage your partner to use health services, and have less chance of 
conflict in your relationship” (YEAH 2006: 13).  
The young unmarried women have to free themselves from constructions of femininity, and this 
seems to entail to resist perceptions in society that women have no rights and that women have 
nothing to contribute. These points appear to be connected to classic AIDS intervention 
rationalities of empowering women to be independent from men. In a sense, the young girls are 
to be encouraged to not just depend on men as providers (“Self-reliance” is also one of the key 
message point), and also to look for potential husbands among the gender-equitable men. A 
slightly different message that is also communicated to the young women is that they are also 
responsible for ensuring open communication in their relationships. For the target group 
married men 18-24 years old, some of the key message points are:   
“Take responsibility for your family by remaining faithful to your wife 
If you want to raise children who are happy and secure and who will be good 
parents in the future, it is better for you to be financially and emotionally involving 
in the upbringing of your children 
Marriages are more satisfying when there is mutual respect for each and spouses 
consult one another about decisions related to the family 
Know your HIV status, and disclose it to your family to protect your health and the 
health of your family 
If you can’t remain faithful, use condoms every time and use them correctly (YEAH 
2006: 14). 
The message here is that being a responsible man who takes good care of his family entails 
being faithful, involved in the children’s upbringing, and it entails knowing your HIV status and 
disclosing it. The crucial theme thus seems to be how, as fathers and husbands, men are to care 
properly for their family. Additionally, these men are also to be persuaded that it is in their own 
interest to respect and communicate openly with their wives.   
 
These messages underline the constitution of gendered subjects, i.e. that male and female 
subjects are constituted with different characteristics and capacities. These messages rely on 
and constitute the belief that (married) men hold a privileged position to initiate change, why 
they are the ones who must be persuaded to be responsible, while women with their subordinate 
position are not charged with such a responsibility. Instead, women have to fight for ‘their 
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 rights’. The messages also rely on and constitute the belief that men are inclined to see sexual 
activity as something that proves masculinity, women apparently have no inclination to 
understand sex as an important part of their identity and/or they are not believed in a position to 
affect sexual relations.    
Men and football, you know 
As part of the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, two television spots were developed and shown on TV 
during the football World Cup in June 2006. They can be seen as primarily being part of the 
efforts to model gender equitable male behaviour. The rationale with these TV spots is that 
during the world cup many men would watch TV, and it would therefore 
be a good opportunity to reach men (BAM respondent 1: 343-345). 
Furthermore, the rationale is that football is a way to get to men – a 
language men understand; “men and football, you know” (BAM 
respondent 1: 339), “and you can imagine how many people watched the 
world cup, you know men and boys love football, it’s a difficult thing 
getting to men” (BAM respondent 3: 189-191). That men love football is thus a ‘truth’ about 
men that is used to govern them according to. This is not only reflected in the decision to show 
television spots during the world cup, it is also reflected in the campaign logo (shown above) 
and in the theme of one of these spots.  
 
 
The first of the world cup spots (Be a Man 2006: no. 1) shows three relatively young men 
sitting in a bar watching football on television. A young woman wearing a mini-skirt and a 
strap-top enters the bar and walks past the three men. One of the men is so busy ‘checking her 
out’ that he misses a goal in the football match. The spot is then concluded with a voice-over 
saying, “A real man focuses on the important things in life”. The purpose of this spot seems to 
be to state in a somewhat humoristic way that a real man does not get distracted by sexy, young 
women, but stay focused on his responsibilities in life. It is a bit remarkable, though, that 
watching football comes across as an ‘important thing in life’.  More importantly, I would argue 
that this spot tends to reproduce the notion of men as sexual beings whose sexual desires must 
be met, which is part of the problematisation of men’s conduct. Moreover, it also reproduces a 
notion of women’s sexuality as dangerous to men – of women as dangerous temptresses. 
Perhaps, the objective with this spot is to try to challenge the myth about men’s sexual urges in 
a provocative way. However, the portrayal of the distraction as a young women dressed in a 
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 mini-skirt, reproduces the idea that women are objects of men’s sexual desires, and that if a 
woman dresses like this it is in effect legitimate to ‘go after her’, as also noted by a news paper 
article commenting on the spot64 (see appendix 3).  In conclusion, this spot appears to 
reproduce the very thing it aims to problematise.  
The second spot (Be Man 2006: no. 2) shows three women explaining how and why their 
husbands are ‘good men’: it is  
“not because of the money they make or the car they drive, but 
Woman 1: Because he respects himself, he loves his family, and is involved in the 
children’s’ upbringing 
Woman 2: Because he never beats me, we talk things out. 
Woman 3: Because he is not afraid to go for HIV testing and counselling with me 
Man (husband to woman 1): And I don’t have other women, I am faithful to my 
wife”. (Be Man 2006: no. 2).  
The spot is then concluded with a voice-over: a group of men shout: “Be a Man!” and then a 
man with a quite deep voice says: “A real man treasures his wife and family, and does what is 
necessary to protect them”. This spot tries to bring together some of the qualities of the Gender 
Equitable Men; respectful men, involved in the children’s upbringing, non-violent, 
communicating with the wife and involved in “sexual and reproductive health”. The spot then 
tries to promote these qualities through the argument that this is the kind of men women prefer 
as husbands. The spot also refers to the responsibilities a real man has to protect and treasure 
his wife and family. This illustrates how the messages revolve around how you as a man 
practice your authority properly, and perhaps that this also entails protecting your wife from 
other men. 
Training techniques: how to challenge men without blaming them  
As mentioned, the ‘Be a Man’ respondents described ‘the training with men and mixed groups 
that explores gender norms that increase HIV risk’ as the most important activities of the 
campaign so far65. This training covers the following topics: 
“Gender norms – what are they? 
Masculinity – what defines it? 
Relationships – how they are influenced by gender norms 
Faithfulness* 
HIV counseling and testing* 
Gender based violence* 
                                                 
64 This newspaper article is included in HCP’s presentation on the ‘Be a Man’ campaign. So, perhaps do they 
understand this reaction to the TV spot as a positive effect?  
65 Training has been conducted with organizations like UPDF65, large male dominated workplaces (tea, coffee, rice 
estate plantation), universities, a circumcision group in Mbale, and Reach Out. 
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 Active fathering*” (HCP 2006: 15)  
The topics marked with * are not always included, but depend on the participants in the 
training. The topics faithfulness and active fathering are mostly included when the participants 
are married men.  For young boys, topics on number of sexual partners and on when you start 
having sex, usually replace the topic about faithfulness. The topic gender-based violence is 
mostly included if requested by the partner, for example, UPDF wanted to have this topic 
included in their training (BAM respondent 2: 516-525). The training manual for this training 
has been developed with inspiration from the ‘Africanization’ of Program H’s training 
manuals66.  
 
The specific techniques of training people in these topics revolve around asking questions and 
doing exercises with the participants, for example the participants are asked to discuss, what 
does masculinity mean? “And in Uganda what is masculinity?”, and the purpose is that it “just 
gets them to think about what are the characteristics of a man” (BAM respondent 2: 494-496). 
The participants are also asked to discuss how men and women relate, and then helped to 
“analyse it through like a gender lens” (BAM respondent 2: 497-498). With regards to the 
topic faithfulness, the technique is to set up discussions that can “debunk some of these common 
beliefs that underlie unfaithfulness” (BAM respondent 2: 502-505). The techniques used in the 
training can be described as exercises that are meant to get the participants to understand 
masculinity as a matrix that affects how they behave and how they think men should behave, 
and subsequently reflect on the positive and negative consequences of this form of masculinity: 
“the idea was just to try to get men thinking and women, just thinking about what is 
masculinity? And what are the behaviours that they have because that are because 
that’s what they think is what a man does, and are those negative or positive? Would 
they like to change those, what would be the consequences of making those changes, 
and could they do it? Maybe giving them an opportunity in a safe environment to 
kind of practice some different ways of acting” (BAM respondent 2: 79-83). 
As discussed earlier, it is expected that the conclusion the men will come to after this reflection 
is that the aspects of masculinity, the campaign has defined as negative, are indeed negative. 
Consequently, this practice relies on the belief that after this training the men will want to 
behave like a gender equitable man. Although this training thus aims to make men understand 
                                                 
66 At the time of the interviews the training manual was still in a process of being developed.  
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 their own behaviour and their relationships, through a gender lens, it is emphasised that trainers 
should refrain from using the word gender:  
“because the word even gender in the past has been used to show [unclear] women 
empowerment, so we don’t actually use it lot because the minute you say oh, you 
know we are talking about gender, the men they close, they block their heads and 
minds, they don’t think gender is (…) men and women. If you hear gender it’s 
something to do with women” (BAM respondent 1: 329-332). 
This appears to be a matter of trying not to alienate the men, the rationale being that they do not 
want to hear about something that has to do with women. A similar rationale is that this training 
must be conducted by male facilitators; “making sure it is men who talk to men (…) if you have 
women coming to say, you men do this and you should do this, they will [laughing] they’ll 
reject it”  (BAM respondent 1: 316-320). In this quote, the rationale is that men do not respect 
when women tell them what to do. Later, this respondent argued that men do not speak their 
minds, when women are present “when you want to hear what men really think don’t put 
women in there, cause men tend to, they can keep quiet” (BAM respondent 1: 458-460). This 
seems to be a question of creating an atmosphere, where men feel comfortable discussing these 
issues, and do not feel that these discussions about gender is a question of blaming them. 
Therefore, as a facilitator it is key to make sure that you are,  
 “not hurting the cultural, because that’s a sensitive, that’s a challenge, you are not 
trying to say that what you’ve been thinking culturally is bad, is wrong, (…) they 
would reject it immediately (…)the reason why they do it is that they want to still 
maintain and to show the community and the society and their families that they are 
still the men, they are still in control, they still have the power, so anything that you 
bring that makes them feel that their power is threatened, they would not accept, so 
just handle it in a such a way that, you know what, this is, what you are doing, you 
could do it this way, and you’ll still be a man, you’ll still be the man, the husband” 
(BAM respondent 1: 305-313).  
Not hurting their culture is here understood as a matter of not questioning that men should be in 
power and have control, since they would reject such a message67. It has to be clear that being a 
gender equitable man is not a matter of the men loosing their privileges as men: Being a man is 
still a question of being in control and having the power – that is this campaign not going to 
change! This is maybe an expression of the tendency Burja (2002) discusses. She argues that 
most HIV/AIDS interventions in Africa that target men are so careful not to alienate men, that 
they are not capable of ultimately challenging the dominant notions of masculinity (Bujra 2002: 
                                                 
67 It seems that this respondent operates with the notion that masculinity is something fragile, that Ugandan men 
fight to maintain, and perhaps particularly because of that it is important to assure them that being a GEM is not, to 
be ‘not male’ (cf. Heise 1995; Silberschmidt 2004).  
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 225-226). Or perhaps is it rather that being a man and a husband is only intelligible as a 
question of being in control (in a Ugandan context68), to not be in control would be to be ‘not 
male’. It can also be argued that this form of individualising government rests on a particular 
truth about these men. According to this truth Ugandan men would reject messages that indicate 
that they should not be in control.  This point is key for the analysis of what it is the ‘Be a Man’ 
campaign tries to do. Since it is not believed possible to ask Ugandan men to give up their 
status as the patriarch, what has to be done instead is to make them practice this authority in 
ways that are conducive to HIV/AIDS prevention - to practice their authority as men properly.  
Moreover, it can be discussed whether this campaign can have some unpredicted side effects. 
The balance the respondent talks about above, between depicting some notions of masculinity 
as ‘negative’ and not ‘bad’ or ‘wrong’, can be seen as a question of making men understand that 
they are not the ‘bad guys’, these notions of masculinity are. As a consequence some men may 
claim that when they behave in these ‘negative’ ways it is because ‘the constructions of 
masculinity made me do it’.  
Gender issues in Operation Gideon 
In Operation Gideon a gender perspective seems implied in the way men’s conduct is 
problematised and the way it is to be reformed. A kind of gender rationality is at play in the 
rationale that men have to allow their wives to work, that they have to consider their wives’ 
contributions to be important, and that they have to discus and plan with their wives. For 
example, references are made to gender inequality in some of the discussions about why they 
have to target men where they can be found. A man would not come to a meeting on the request 
from his wife, because: “Anything they attend to is not so worth, that’s how men view ladies 
and what they’re involved in. So that’s why it’s difficult for a woman to call a man, but for a 
man what he attends (…) that is useful, that is meaningful, and he can call (…) the wife. I mean 
there’s gender inequality in Uganda (…) that’s what brings up that (OG respondent 4: 68-71). 
It is one facilitator in particular that formulates the kind of transformation Operation Gideon 
seeks in explicit gender terms. He argues that the individual man has to leave behind 
                                                 
68 More precisely I suspect that for the various partners involved in designing the campaign strategy being a man in 
Uganda is thought to be intelligible only as a question of being in control. Like Alexis also claims such projects 
“should be designed with men in mind and within the existing cultural context of that particular locale” (Alexis 
2003b: 181). 
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 conventional gender norms and view his wife as an equal partner with whom he shares equal 
responsibilities for achieving a healthy, happy and stable family life.  
 “So from that perspective, they realize that men are women are actually equal and 
we share equal responsibilities, only that at some moment in time our sex determines 
what roles, then there if we said, a role played by a woman, naturally that one is fine, 
but these other conventional, conventional, we can come together and work together 
for a healthier family life” (OG respondent 2: 58-62). 
In a way, conventional gender roles are depicted as not natural. The argument appears to be 
that there are those roles men and women have naturally which are fine, and then there are 
those ‘other conventional, conventional’ ones, which appear to be negative in relation to 
HIV/AIDS.   This rationale about some gender constructions being positive (in relation to 
HIV/AIDS) and other being negative is similar to the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, and so is the idea 
that there is something not natural about the negative ones (like the matrix analogy). A 
difference is that in Operation Gideon such rationalities seem primarily to be used to 
problematise the division of labour between men and women (men as providers, women in 
charge of domestic work)69. Furthermore, it is only one of the facilitators who consistently and 
explicitly frame these problems as a question of ‘gender’.  
Operation Gideon as a ‘Be a Man’ campaign partner 
As mentioned in the introduction of the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, a key feature with the campaign 
is the cascade of training. The implementing unit YEAH train master trainers in partner 
organisations. These master trainers then train trainers/peer educators in their own organisation 
or affiliated organisations. This training of trainers consists of the same training I discussed 
above (in the paragraph “Training techniques”), plus a session on facilitation70.  In this way 
there are different levels in the ‘Be a Man’ campaign in terms of how it aims to transform male 
conduct71, since it is crucial that the partner organisations’ trainers/peer educators first are 
persuaded about the ‘Be a Man’ perspective.  
“they’ve been through the Be a Man training and they’ve been trained to conduct 
that training themselves, and then the master trainers go with them the first time they 
conduct the training, they go with them as resource persons and do it together with 
                                                 
69 E.g. “We are trying also to encourage them to involve in the upbringing of their children, you see, we are 
brought up in a culture where a man does not cook, a man does not (…) This domestic work” (OG respondent 2: 
62-64); “but if a man is the breadwinner, what does that mean in the family? That a man is the provider, and the 
women is the receiver” (OG respondent 2: 168-169). 
70 The training of Reach Out facilitators was divided into two sessions at two different days; one about the ‘Be a 
Man’ perspective and one about facilitation. It was only the latter I had opportunity to observe.  
71 I assume these trainers and peer educators are male as one of the respondents stressed they had to be.   
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 them (….)After that then they’re supposed to be training these people on their own” 
(BAM respondent 2: 556-569).  
The first step in this process was to train the YEAH staff72. As a technical advisor to YEAH, 
HCP have played a crucial part in facilitating this: “when you have these programmes, you need 
to sensitize, you need to do some kind of (…) gender exercises with everybody at the beginning. 
We had to do it with everybody at YEAH, every single groups that we’re gonna do this training 
with had to do with them (BAM respondent 2: 478-483). Thus, the men, who are to be involved 
in governing others according to these rationalities, first have to be ‘worked upon’. The training 
of trainers can then be seen as a question of enabling the organisations to govern their own 
work according to these rationalities about the need to challenge problematic notions of 
masculinity and promote GEM behaviours.  
 
Reach Out volunteers, including the Operation Gideon facilitators, have been through this 
training of trainers. The way the training has enabled the Operation Gideon facilitators to 
govern themselves is evident in the way they refer to the ‘Be a Man’ perspective. 
“Be a Man campaign, (…) these people have, it’s an arm of Uganda AIDS 
Commission Be a Man, so they have many people who are educated (…) they have 
access to money, so they are able to develop this programme (…) so it helps us 
actually to deepen the Be a Man, to look at how, who is a man, and what he’s 
supposed to be? (…) leading really a person to discover the role of being a man” 
(OG respondent 1 b: 397-405).  
The idea that the ‘Be a Man’ perspective is about how you as a man practice your authority 
properly seems to be accepted in Reach Out/Operation Gideon. At least this respondent seems 
to have accepted the notion of proper conduct for men included in the concept of Gender 
Equitable Men. The head of Reach Out’s prevention department intend to take this perspective 
even further; now that they have the code of conduct for men with this prescription on how to 
‘Be a Man’, they will also have to develop how to ‘Be a Woman’.  
                                                 
72 HCP also facilitated that the Campaign Coordinator and another staff member at YEAH attended a workshop in 
Addis Ababa about men and masculinities. This workshop has contributed to him being transformed into a prime 
example of a GEM: “he came back he’s like, he’s so good now, I mean he’s so completely on board with and I 
think a lot of it is because of that workshop, he said it’s like it made him just look at himself and you know gosh, 
‘cause he always just thought that he was gender sensitive (…) gosh I didn’t realized that you know when I talk to 
somebody that way and I do that kind of stuff and was that really say about my attitude towards women, he said it 
was really enlightening,. So he’s a really good spokesperson for the campaign, I think because of that (BAM 
respondent 2: 51-57).  
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 “we want to add the side of being a woman (…)  translating it into what a woman is 
supposed to be like (…)being a woman doesn’t necessarily mean being submissive 
all the time, and it doesn’t mean to be aggressive (…) you need to be balanced, and 
secondly how to raise the children (…)so we want to help this Be a Woman or Be a 
Mother how we should help your child to grow (…)And how to train their children to 
develop, not just think that the school will provide everything, to train them, to 
involve them in work, because women are always at home, they are always somehow 
with the children, to start training their children to work hard, because we are living 
in a country which is very poor we need to work hard to come out of that situation 
(…) Being a woman does not mean you are of a low status, and the man is of a, no, 
you are all equal, but each with a different role, how to fulfil your role as a lady, as a 
woman, and also the man to fulfil his role as a man” (OG respondent 1b: 405-429). 
For this respondent the idea with ‘Be a Man’ is quite literally how you fulfil your role as a man. 
Consequently, ‘Be a Woman’ would be about how you fulfil your role as a woman, which 
appears primarily to be a question of how you raise your children. It is remarkable that it seems 
obvious to this respondent that women are always somehow at home to take care of the 
children. This feeds into the tendency in both practices to suppose that, in Uganda, it is 
necessarily so that men are in control, and that women are the one who are at home bringing up 
the children73.  Furthermore, it can be argued that the ‘Be a Man’ campaign’s notion of how 
men should practice their authority properly in terms of managing HIV risk, is here recast as a 
question of how you as a subject responsible for your own and your community’s development, 
fulfil gender-specific roles.  
Turn to God 
Reach Out Mbuya is a so-called faith-based organisation with affiliations to the Roman 
Catholic Church. This appears to be important for the forms of knowledge and rationalities that 
are employed in the HIV/AIDS prevention activities in general, and in Operation Gideon. In 
this section I will discuss this in relation to both Operation Gideon and Reach Out more 
generally. In Reach Out, the risky sexual behaviour that is believed to cause HIV/AIDS is 
rationalised as a consequence of sinful behaviours.  Consequently, ‘faith-based rationalities’ 
seem to inform the technologies and techniques set in motion in Operation Gideon, in the sense 
that it becomes a question of transforming men by working on their faith. In this context, there 
is a debate in Operation Gideon over which techniques are most effective: faith-based notions 
                                                 
73 What might support this claim is how the Good Samaritan sessions, which are mostly attended by women, 
seemed to have a quite different focus than Operation Gideon (I have only observed one of these sessions, though). 
At the session I observed the women were encouraged to be faithful, and to be submissive and respectful towards 
their husband, and to keep their husbands faithful and satisfied by being loving and keeping their house well (Good 
Samaritan Acholi Qrt 1/8-06).  
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 of good conduct or health awareness techniques (such as information on how HIV is 
transmitted). Faith-based ideas about caring for those in need are also employed in this practice. 
I briefly discuss to what extent these ideas may clash with the notion of HIV/AIDS as a 
consequence of sin. I will conclude this section with a brief comparison of this ‘faith-based’ 
transformation, which is what is primarily sought in Operation Gideon, with the ‘gender-based’ 
transformation sought in the ‘Be a Man’ campaign.  
Discussing the causes of HIV/AIDS 
In the interviews with Operation Gideon facilitators I asked some of them what they believed to 
be the main causes for HIV/AIDS in Uganda. These discussions tend to revolve around ‘faith-
based’ framings of the problem of HIV/AIDS.  
“I think there is reluctance, first, in our religious convictions, there is moral 
decadence, which is due to loss of interest in our positive cultural practices” (OG 
respondent 2: 460-461). 
 “secondly ah I could say promiscuity, people, married people who don’t want to live 
faithful, to their vows, to their partners, cheating one another” (OG respondent 1 b: 
684-685) “I think loose morals, people being so loose, and this is among people who 
are educated  (….) ‘cause they think you’re educated you can do this you can do that, 
you know they can sleep around with anybody, I’m free to do whatever I want, that 
kind of lack of self-respect, lack of values, (….) if somebody doesn’t got values in life, 
he’s free to sleep around” (OG respondent 1b: 689-697).  
In these quotes lack of religious conviction, moral decadence, loose morals, and lack of values 
are highlighted as some of the main causes to the spread of HIV/AIDS74, particularly in the 
sense that lack of morals and values frees people to sleep around. In a sense this implies that 
religious conviction and strong moral values is something that restricts people from living out 
their sexual desires.  This rationale is also evident in a discussion that indicate that sexual 
feelings are something that must be controlled: 
“when it comes to sexual feelings people loose any power, they say now we have to 
go and have it, that kind of mentality has also lead to the spread of HIV/AIDS, 
people think I can’t control myself “(OG respondent 1 b: 741-743) “believing that 
you can exercise self-control, many people think once you are aroused sexually 
there’s no way” (OG respondent 1 b: 720-721). 
                                                 
74 An aspect of this discussion is also how HIV/AIDS has to do with a loss of interest in our positive cultural 
practices,. This points to an understanding of HIV/AIDS as something brought on by an eroding of ‘traditional 
values’, turning the task of HIV/AIDS prevention into a question of cultural preservation. I will return to that later.  
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 The task seems then to be to persuade men (and women?) that sexual feelings can be controlled, 
you can exercise self-control when it comes to sexual desires. However, this rationale may 
actually reproduce the notion that people have almost uncontrollable sexual urges; sexual urges 
pose a constant danger that must be put under strict surveillance and control. These ideas about 
sexual urges, particularly in relation to “Africans”, also constitute an interesting platform for 
contestation. One of the respondents argues against the tendency of Westerners to claim that 
Africans are particularly promiscuous.  “I really feel offended when, when whites come and say, 
you see you Africans, you are promiscuous (….), I think they are much more than we, so I feel 
so much offended, embarrassed” (OG respondent 2: 492-495). In one respect this is 
contradicting to the idea that HIV/AIDS in Uganda is caused by promiscuity. However, the 
point he makes earlier in this interview, is actually that Western ideas about Africans as 
promiscuous have reproduced themselves. This has especially happened through the promotion 
of condom use in order to prevent HIV/AIDS.  
“Yesterday I was at SNG I found a full box in the toilet! What does that mean? 
(…)you see, I think we have lowered ourselves to a low range creature that all you 
can think about is sex,  that even when I go in the toilet. Can you image how, I could 
not image, that you are giving force to think about sex even if you have not planned 
to (…)I think to me it’s the donors, and the leader (….) I think it’s a way of 
promoting, please have sex, if you fear HIV/AIDS I have a solution” (OG respondent 
2: 469-487). 
The argument is that the visibility of condoms in the public space, like in a restroom, incites sex 
(please have sex). Like he said at another occasion, the Western approach of providing 
condoms to prevent HIV/AIDS promoted an understanding of it being legitimate to have sex all 
the time, and that was actually was has caused the current spread of HIV/AIDS. His argument 
was further that constituting ‘having sex all the time’ as legitimate was a ‘Western idea’ that did 
not fit with an African society (Informal comm. with OG respondent 2)75. Thus, AIDS is a 
result of culturally inappropriate interventions.  
Uncomfortable truths about HIV/AIDS 
The article called “Uncomfortable truths about HIV/AIDS” (see appendix 4) published by the 
magazine “Leadership”76 around July 2006 seemed to contribute to the general debate over the 
causes of HIV/AIDS in the prevention department in Reach Out. The article discusses recently 
                                                 
75 A faith-based informed rationale that condoms promote promiscuity and that it therefore promotes the very 
reason for AIDS in the first place is not unique to this practice; see for example Heald 2002, Pfeiffer 2004, Smith 
2004.  
76 Leadership is a magazine for “Christian Leaders” published by the Comboni missionaries in Kampala. 
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 published HIV statistics from the Uganda Ministry of Health. Among other things, these 
statistics show the highest HIV prevalence rates in Kampala and the Central Region.  These two 
regions are believed to be the most prosperous in Uganda. The statistics also show slightly 
higher HIV prevalence rates among more educated and wealthier people77. This leads the 
article to conclude that the widely held view that poverty is one of the main causes of HIV 
spread is not correct. The statistics also show that the HIV prevalence rates are lower for people 
who are married, than for the single, widowed or divorced/separated. These two points make 
the author of the article conclude that:  
“the greatest factors in the spread of the disease have less to do with economic 
poverty than moral poverty. Take it or leave it, abstinence and having a stable 
marriage life (even in polygamous unions, so long as you are faithful) are the best 
antidotes to the spread of AIDS, and the most risky factor is promiscuity” 
(Leadership July/August 2006: 21).  
It seems clear that rationalities about HIV/AIDS being caused by promiscuity are underlying 
these conclusions, particularly because these statistics are interpreted in a quite narrow manner 
that can confirm this rationale. The survey by the Uganda Ministry of Health also seems to raise 
questions about the widely held perception that war and conflict fuels the spread of HIV/AIDS. 
The survey shows lower prevalence rates for the Northern regions in Uganda, which have been 
affected by conflict the last 20 years. In the article this is reflected upon as a question of the 
degree of social control in IDP78 camps as opposed to in major towns; “Promiscuity is more 
likely to happen in care-free environments of anonymity, as it is the case in towns.” (Leadership 
July/August 2006:22). The final conclusion of this article is that behavioural change is the most 
important step to prevent HIV/AIDS, and that behavioural change does not occur with 
information alone, but when information is combined with social pressure:  
“Perhaps one of the most uncomfortable truths about AIDS that one can draw from 
this latest report is that behavioral change is far more important than what has been 
generally thought in HIV rates’ decline. But such change rarely happens because of 
information alone. It occurs when information is combined with social pressure, be it 
clan authority, local council bylaws, fear of being pointed at or simply lack of 
privacy.” (Leadership July/August 2006: 22-23). 
In conclusion, it can be argued that a certain way of understanding the problem of HIV/AIDS in 
a faith-based context is to understand it is a result of promiscuous behaviour. This promiscuous 
behaviour must be stopped with means of social pressure. However, there are other ways of 
                                                 
77 It is also these statistics OG respondent 1 refers to in the quote about educated people having loose morals.  
78 IDP stands for Internally Displaced People. 
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 employing faith/Christianity that forms other rationalities. I will return to that towards the end 
of this section (in the paragraph “The Good Samaritan”).  
 
I would argue that these rationalities and forms of knowledge on what constitutes the problem 
of HIV/AIDS have as a consequence that HIV/AIDS can only be problematised as a question of 
risky sexual behaviour. At this point Operation Gideon is not that different from the ‘Be a Man’ 
campaign. However a difference is that in Operation Gideon/Reach Out’s prevention 
department, risky sexual behaviour is mostly understood to be a question of promiscuity or 
sinful behaviours. This means that HIV/AIDS can be problematised as a question of people 
behaving sinfully or lacking faith. This has consequences for the activities, techniques and 
methods set in motion to achieve the desired end.  
Prevention technologies: A, B and not C 
Following rationalities as those outlined above, the HIV/AIDS prevention activities in Reach 
Out tend to focus on promoting abstinence and faithfulness; “Abstinence should be up to 
marriage, and when you’re married you should start practicing faithfulness” (OG respondent 
3: 288-289). The quotes below demonstrate how promoting abstinence and faithfulness, in 
Reach Out, are connected to faith-based rationalities: 
“another thing is being faithful (…)we refer it to the bible, being faithful, talk of the 
10 commandments. So that’s how the faith-based organizations, that’s the role they 
play”(OG respondent 3: 491-493). “if I’m married and I go and sleep with another 
woman I’m committing adultery, that’s bad, eh (…) you should not have sex before 
marriage, the bible itself talks about (…) if you have sex outside there, you are 
fornicating, and (…) that’s a sin“ (OG respondent 3: 259-263). 
In a sense, the constitution of adultery and fornication as sins in the bible and the 10 
commandments, functions as a rationale for discouraging people from committing such sins. 
This constitutes abstinence and faithfulness as desired ends in themselves.  
As a consequence of such rationalities, Reach Out also engages in a debate about the “ABC” 
approach to HIV/AIDS prevention. In the ABC approach A stands for Abstinence, B for Be 
Faithful, and C for correct and consistence Condom use (USAID 2006). A and B are important 
steps to prevent HIV/AIDS in Reach Out because that can reduce ‘sinful’ behaviours. C is not 
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 considered a useful strategy79, because using condoms may encourage sinful behaviours One of 
the respondents pointed to the fact that they, as Catholics, could not promote condom use, 
because they believe it encourages promiscuity (Informal comm. with OG respondent 2)80. In 
Operation Gideon, the refusal of condom use as a preventive strategy is largely rationalised by 
arguing that unfaithfulness in itself contributes to instable family life; “Whether you have used 
a condom or not, you have committed adultery. Will it help your family to be stable? And then 
they have no answer” (OG respondent 1a 245-247). This quote also demonstrates how this 
rationale affects the techniques used to transform the men. The men are asked to consider the 
consequences of adultery for the stability of their family life. In general, it is a key technique in 
Operation Gideon to encourage faithfulness – to use the Be faithful strategy. Abstinence is not 
considered a useful strategy for married people, and condoms use is considered a questionable 
strategy;   
“when it comes to prevention that’s where we have those 3, they are big topics 
actually, (….) but our emphasis has been actually (….)for the last six months on 
faithfulness (…) We haven’t tackled so much abstinence and use of, using of a 
condom, because abstinence when someone is already married, and then using a 
condom, what does that mean really? it’s better you go and know you sero-status and 
then you can be faithful” (OG respondent 2: 108-113). 
That faithfulness was the major theme in Operation Gideon was certainly also the impression I 
got from observing the sessions. A technique that is often used by the facilitators in order to 
convince the men to be faithful is to refer to faith or religion – to refer to the ‘faith’ in 
faithfulness: 
“So we try to involve in the aspect of faith, because if you write the word 
faithfulness, there is that religious aspect “faith”. What does your faith teach about 
marriage?” (OG respondent 2: 115-117). 
“But as believers how should we behave? what does the religion, the bible say, what 
does your religion tells you?(….) you know, the ten commandments, should not 
commit adultery, if you are really a good believer, eh? Is that the right way to 
behave” (OG respondent 5:  141-146).  
 “Leaving out that it is in culture or what, but how does your faith talk about that? 
“Yeah in our religion this is a sin (…)” Now, you know it is bad and you are 
                                                 
79 However for discordant couples (when one partner is HIV positive and the other is HIV negative) condom use is 
accepted. In Reach Out, discordant couples are therefore referred to another organisation to learn how to use 
condoms.  
80 Interestingly, condom use was a recurrent theme in my interviews, despite the fact that I never asked the 
respondents about their position on condom use. Perhaps is that a reflection of the prevention department in Reach 
Out being in a constant state of defending their position on condom use.  
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 accountable to God, now what are you going to do? Eh, ha, “Then I have to be 
faithful to my wife” (OG respondent 4:  300-303). 
These quotes illustrate how the constitution of unfaithfulness as a sin according to the bible, the 
Ten Commandments or religion in general, is used as a method to persuade the men to be 
faithful. It seems to be a question of reminding the men that they are accountable to God, and 
of how God says you are supposed to behave. One facilitator argues that in terms of 
encouraging people to be abstinent or be faithful referring to faith is actually a more effective 
technique than referring to the threat of AIDS: 
“What I mean is that if you tell someone abstain because of AIDS (…) someone will 
know oh, I’m abstaining because of AIDS (…) now there’s a way you can avoid 
getting AIDS. Let me go [unclear] for these young girls who have not had sex (…) 
They don’t have AIDS (….) when you look at the church, what does the church say 
about fornication, eh? Having sex outside marriage (….) So that thing it will 
encourage someone to do what, to abstain (…) if I’m married and I go and sleep with 
another woman I’m committing adultery that’s bad, and he would be faithful, and 
another thing is like eh you should not have sex before marriage, the bible itself talks 
about (….) that’s a sin. So there the church can help us to know the reasons for 
people why they should abstain” (OG respondent 3:  251-264).  
This respondent argues that the church is useful for AIDS interventions, because it provides 
answers to the question of why people should abstain and be faithful. Consequently, this 
knowledge about what the bible says can be used to persuade people to behave accordingly. 
Said in another way, the church or religion provides answers to how people should conduct 
themselves – in terms of HIV/AIDS more persuasive answers than knowledge on how the virus 
is transmitted. What is possibly at stake here is that this respondent is sceptical of the idea of 
making-up subjects that can manage HIV risk according to ‘health awareness’. Perhaps, people 
cannot handle this kind of freedom, and therefore the preferred technique is to persuade men 
that it is a sin to have extra- or premarital sex.  
Being faithful to yourself first 
The aspect of faith is also used to form a particular truth about the men in question, which 
informs how it is relevant to govern them. A certain kind of lack of faith is used to characterise 
the men. This lack of faith has to do with not being faithful to oneself.   
 “are you faithful to yourself? If you are then you can, as well be faithful to your wife 
or husband” (OG respondent 5: 221-222) “first of all, you have to be faithful to 
yourself” (OG respondent 5: 239). 
“Being faithful you need to be faithful to yourself, you should know that moving out 
with another lady am I faithful to myself, to my body? (….)Even these ones, who go 
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 and have sex before marriage are they faithful to their bodies? They’re putting their 
bodies to danger, they’re exposing them to dangers, they may contract HIV or other 
diseases” (OG respondent 3: 289-294).  
Being faithful to yourself was a phrase very often used by the facilitators, however I am not 
completely sure what this phrase entails within this practice. At some occasions it was referred 
to as a question of being truthful to yourself – as a question of exploring some truth in your 
inner self that you have to refer to when making choices in life (‘In-house’ training on moral 
and spiritual values; OG respondent 5: 239-241). In the second of the above quotes it seems to 
refer to an aspect of taking care of yourself, particularly of your body. In this sense, it is in 
accordance with AIDS prevention rationalities about encouraging people to acknowledge the 
risk of HIV infection and make choices according to how one best takes care of avoiding that 
risk. However, faithful to yourself may also be a question of having faith, of believing in some 
kind of religious ontology. 
“We refer back to the beginning if it’s faithfulness what guides a person is faith, 
unless you have faith in (…) your heart. So actually it’s not it’s not a myth, it’s there 
(…) and we are the ones who are supposed to be faithful, then the is faithfulness also 
IS, in the philosophical sense of it” (OG respondent 2: 139-142).  
If you do not have faith in your heart you are not going to be faithful. Therefore, the task for the 
OG facilitators is to address this lack of faith among the men first, before they can be 
encouraged to be faithful to their partners. The mission is to make the men turn to God “So we 
convince those men, those people to turn to God, once someone has [unclear] himself or herself 
to God it means that he or she has to be faithful, once you are not faithful it’s (…) impossible to 
change that behaviour” (OG respondent 5: 216-218). Afterwards, the task for the facilitators is 
to refute the idea that faithfulness is a myth, by proving its existence in the fact that religion 
teaches us that we are supposed to be faithful. Thus, once you have committed yourself to your 
faith, there are in-discussable notions about how you are to behave.  
The Good Samaritan 
Faith-based rationalities also seem to inform the practice in another way than the 
problematisation of HIV/AIDS as brought on by promiscuity and lack of moral values. That is 
in terms of the obligation one has as a Christian to ‘love your neighbour as you love yourself’. 
This obligation is particularly promoted through the concept of the Good Samaritan. In 2005, a 
number of Reach Out volunteers participated in a workshop called “Where is The Good 
Samaritan Today?” arranged by the United Bible Societies. This workshop inspired the head of 
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 the prevention department to call the community discussion groups for Good Samaritan groups. 
The booklet “Where is the Good Samaritan Today? – A challenge to fight HIV/AIDS” (Raen 
2004)81 that functions as a basis for these workshops, constructs a number of parallels between 
the story of the Good Samaritan and ‘the fight against AIDS’. It compares the HIV virus to the 
robbers in the Good Samaritan story (Raen 2004: 3), and call upon Christians to be Good 
Samaritans by being active in trying to prevent the disease and to care for those who are 
infected with HIV (Ibid: 25-40; 59-63). It also discusses quite controversial issues such as “Is 
HIV/AIDS a punishment for sin?” (Ibid: 7-9). In the booklet this question is addressed with the 
help of the Good Samaritan story. The story shows an outcast of society becoming an 
exemplary model of the practice of love of your neighbour (Ibid: 44-45). The booklet also 
points to the fact that we as humans do not have the right to condemn others (Ibid: 13-15), and 
that although “the HIV/AIDS virus is associated with improper sexual conduct (...) the reality is 
more complicated” (Raen 2004: 9). People can be infected because of other people’s sins or 
through accidents and “not everybody who commits sexual sin gets AIDS” (Raen 2004: 9). The 
conclusion is therefore that Christians should not condemn those who are infected with 
HIV/AIDS. They must instead be Good Samaritans who take care of those infected 
indiscriminately and without judgement, just like Jesus took care of the lepers.  
Reach Out as an organisation seem to have taken up the idea of being Good Samaritans who 
care for those infected and tries to help their neighbours not to be infected. Furthermore, it 
seems that the prevention department (Friends for Life) make use of these rationalities in order 
to reflect upon how to prevent HIV/AIDS in the community of Mbuya. One facilitator explains 
that they actually have widened the concept to not only focus on HIV/AIDS:  
“The story of the Good Samaritan, that one helps us to identify many things, helps 
people to know who are Good Samaritan is, how should a Good Samaritan behave 
(…) they were focusing much on HIV/AIDS, but for us as Friends for Life we 
widened it (….), because problems are many, we don’t look at HIV itself, we look at 
many various problems (…) a robber could be disease, a robber could be eh poverty, 
a robber could be a ignorance, could be poor hygiene (…) any thing which hardens, 
complicates someone’s life (…) Then who is a Good Samaritan?(….) someone  who 
can help, who feel concerned about someone’s problems, who wishes good things for 
another  (…) a Good Samaritan should be, someone who cares, someone who is 
responsible for someone else’s problems (…) without expecting anything, any pay 
(…). So we are instilling that spirit of generosity (…) If we the whole community can 
behave as a Good Samaritan, so there would be no more problems, because each 
and everybody will be able to help each other, who is in the need” (OG respondent 5: 
90-106).  
                                                 
81 Published by United Bible Societies and Norwegian Church Aid  
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 The Good Samaritan concept helps the prevention department to identify various problems that 
are to be addressed. The idea that these are wider than HIV/AIDS can be seen as it being a 
question of addressing underlying factors to HIV/AIDS, but also as a question of the 
community aspect of Reach Out, that they also try to engage in general community 
development. For example, the concept is used to encourage the members of the community to 
become Good Samaritans, who take care of their own community. This appears to build on the 
rationale that if only everybody in Mbuya were generous Good Samaritans there would be no 
more problems. Here, the community is in effect constituted to be responsible for their own 
misery, and the facilitators seem to hold a privileged position, which makes it their 
responsibility to instil that generosity in the community.  
 
There are perhaps critical contractions between understanding HIV/AIDS as a consequence of 
sinful behaviours on the hand, and the obligation to take care of those infected without 
judgement on the other hand. One might wonder, what the effects are on these efforts to not 
condemn those living with HIV/AIDS, when the practice at the same time understands the 
spread of HIV/AIDS as a question of sinful behaviours?  
Faith-based vs. gender-based transformation  
In Operation Gideon, a transformation of the men described as a turn to God seems to take 
prominence over the notions about gender. Turning to God is a question of working on the 
men’s fundamental sense of faith, which both entails an obligation to take good care of yourself 
as God’s creation, and following God’s words on how to conduct yourself.  This is in contrast 
to the ‘Be a Man’ campaign. Here, men are to find some sense of inner truth (be the man you 
want to be), which is made possible through the liberation from ‘the problematic masculinity’. 
There are perhaps different aspects of freedom at stake here, the subject surrendered to God 
versus the free subject? However, it is important to note that ‘liberation’ from a Foucaultian 
perspective means setting up new relations of power. For the ‘Be a Man’ campaign it is clear 
that men are to be liberated from the problematic masculinity, in order for them to govern 
themselves according to the ‘good masculinity’ instead. Thus, a new man is positively 
constituted (cf. Foucault 1988).  In contrast, in Operation Gideon it appears that the men are to 
renounce themselves – surrender themselves to God (cf. Foucault 1988). However, it can also 
be argued that they aim to positively constitute a new man in Operation Gideon.  
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 Producing responsible, risk-managing male subjects 
I have argued above that the kind of transformation Operation Gideon seeks is primarily a faith-
based transformation; the men are to commit themselves to follow the rules of conduct instated 
by God. However, other rationalities and ways of transforming conduct can also be identified. It 
is my argument that in both Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign there are, what 
Foucault called, liberal rationalities of government at play. With liberal rationalities, I am 
referring to the tendency in both practices to rationalise and practice HIV/AIDS prevention as a 
question of producing (male) subjects who are to be responsible for their own health and 
happiness. In both practices, different forms of knowledge are offered to men to allow them to 
conduct themselves and their family better in terms of managing HIV risk. This is a form of 
government that is individualising and totalising at the same time, since what is at stake for 
these practices is to encourage the men to govern themselves according to both their own 
interest and the interest of ‘the state’ (in this case we could perhaps call it The Global AIDS 
State). To enable this, the men’s ‘own interest’ must first be constituted to be the same as the 
interest of ‘the state’.  This process is begun with the help of facilitators who claim authority to 
speak the truth about how to manage HIV risk. These facilitators guide the men to see ‘their’ 
truth. However, there is a twist to this in Operation Gideon, since their truth on how to manage 
HIV risk is also a truth instated by God’s divine authority, and the benefits of following this 
truth is not only ‘salvation’ in this life, but also in the after-life (to paraphrase Foucault 2002c: 
334). In the following paragraphs, I will elaborate on the technologies and techniques used in 
the ‘Be a Man’ campaign and Operation Gideon that reflects this way of governing.  
As a man this is how you should behave  
First it is important to note that the project of producing self-responsible subjects in both 
practises is a question of producing male subjects, who are to be responsible for both their own 
and their family’s well-being. In a sense, as heads of their families they are now to be 
responsible for Uganda’s HIV/AIDS prevention. Like it says in one of the ‘Be a Man’ world 
cup spots “A real man treasures his wife and family, and does what is necessary to protect 
them” (Be a Man 2006: no. 2). I will bring in some examples from Operation Gideon, to further 
demonstrate the explicit use of the role of Ugandan men as head of the family. One of the 
respondents referred to the techniques he used when facilitating in Operation Gideon:  
“this is how you should, as a man, this is how you should help your family” (OG 
respondent 4:  28-29). 
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 “we ask them aha, you have nothing to do? Will you be in such a situation up to 
when? Because you have a family, you have children, and you are the head of the 
family, will you be in such a situation, ah?” (OG respondent 4:  279-281). 
Thus, it is a question of challenging the men to live up to their role as head of the family. 
Following a kind of development jargon, this facilitator talks about turning the men in Mbuya 
into their families’ facilitators on HIV/AIDS; “it is easier for a man to call the family, aha now 
talk about HIV/AIDS he becomes the facilitator of the family” (OG respondent 4:  227-229). 
This seems in accordance with the notion of making men into the governor of the family, who 
oversees and advises each individual family member on how to conduct him/herself. That men 
are to play such a role is also reflected in the techniques the facilitators use to encourage the 
men to spend time with their wife and family instead of being in the bars; “we challenge them 
and try to show them that it would be good actually and advantageous to him to have time for 
his family for his wife and children and to plan with the wife.” (Respondent 1b: 372-376).   It is 
thus a question of showing the men; it is in your own interest to better household heads.    
 
Another technique in Operation Gideon is to challenge the belief that sexual desire is 
uncontrollable, for example: “Which is easier to have the virus in your blood or to control your 
feelings? Control yourself or let the virus control you” (Facilitator, Operation Gideon in 
Nakawa 29/7-06). Managing HIV risk is thus primarily a question of controlling your (sexual) 
feelings. And this is perhaps particularly the case for men. “it’s like when we talk to men it’s 
like being a man does not mean that you should be a sexual man, you understand when you talk 
about the sexual man it’s like all the time, you should think of sex” (Respondent 3:  172-174). 
In one of the Operation Gideon sessions I observed, this notion that being a man equals being a 
sexual man, was discussed. A participant stated that you would be considered ‘weak’, if you as 
a man do not have sex all the time. One of the facilitators responded to this:  
“You cannot tell me ‘you are a man’ if you have sex all the time. Because as men we 
have responsibilities, such as fighting poverty, diseases, leading the country. You 
may say it’s your nature to have sex all the time. But men can control nature, see 
areoplanes. You can tame nature. I can control my feelings” (Facilitator, Operation 
Gideon Nakawa 29/7-06).  
A technique in Operation Gideon is thus to deconstruct the connection between being a man 
and having sex all the time by referring to the responsibilities one has as a man to take proper 
care of ones family and community. The technique is further to persuade the men that they can 
tame ‘their nature’. Thus, a truth about it being men’s nature to desire sex all the time is used 
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 here to form specific facilitation techniques.  Why, the message is that in order for men to fulfil 
their role as head of the family, they have to be able to control their sexual feelings.  
Challenging the men to think for themselves 
The different ways the two practices conduct ‘training’ or ‘facilitation’ reflect how the men are 
guided to see the particular truth of this practice, and how they are guided to see that it is in 
their interest to behave according to this truth. In the ‘training of trainers’ workshop YEAH 
staff held for Reach Out volunteers (including OG facilitators), facilitation was described as 
“learning that involves use of specific skills to enable the participants to share, listen, learn 
from each other and use experiences to develop solutions to their situation” (YEAH trainer, 
‘Be a Man’ workshop for Reach Out volunteers 22/7-06)82. In the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, this 
learning process involves discussions and exercises about masculinity, relationships, 
faithfulness etc. It is expected that the solution to their own situation the participants will come 
up with, is to change the current notions of masculinity in Uganda and replace them with 
gender-equitable notions.  
 
In Operation Gideon, the facilitation technique is described as challenging the men to think for 
themselves; “it’s very good to help them to analyse themselves, to see the benefit of not doing, 
and the consequences of doing it.  And if you tell them it’s bad, eh, it takes time for someone to 
change, because he doesn’t know the benefit (OG respondent 4:  165-170).  Thus, it is assumed 
that the men behave in ways that are negative towards HIV/AIDS, because they have not yet 
seen the benefits with behaving in the way that is constituted as positive. Correspondingly, it is 
absolutely self-evident that what Operation Gideon sees as the desired behaviour for these men, 
the men will also see once they have gone through this reflection process. “After asking them 
they realize that that practice is not good, but you don’t tell them it’s bad (…) so you have to 
pose questions to realize themselves that their practice is bad”(OG respondent 4:  162-164). 
So, it is paramount that the men come to the conclusions themselves that they behave badly, 
because if they are just told that their behaviours are wrong and how they are to behave instead, 
they will not be motivated to change. “we don’t tell people you  go and do this, or don’t do this, 
like if someone is alcoholic, we show them the negative part of alcohol and maybe the positive 
part of it,(…) so we leave someone to decide, make a choice, someone to make an informed 
                                                 
82 He presented this definition on facilitator after the participants first had discussed among themselves what 
facilitation means.  
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 decisions for him or herself (OG respondent 5:  121-125). Perhaps, there is some disagreement 
within this perspective, because it was my impression from the Operation Gideon sessions that 
it is made quite clear to the men how the facilitators think they ought to behave.  
“we involve them in discussions, we pose questions, based on certain topics (…)so 
they bring out their ideas, and we help them, we guide them and we tell them the 
truth, I mean the correct information, this is how you should, as a man, this is how 
you should help your family” (OG respondent 4:  25-29).  
As the head of the prevention department stressed: “We have to summarize our message in the 
end. You have to know where you’re leading people. Otherwise it’s just questions, discussions 
that can leave people confused” (Head of department, FFL meeting 7/8-06). It seems this 
paradox between guiding the men to reflect on negative and positive consequences of their 
behaviour, while knowing in the back of your mind how it actually is they are supposed to 
behave, was a challenge to the facilitators83. Like one respondent say you have to be able to “to 
see where the discussion is going, to see where they themselves are going, able to see where 
you want them to, to reach (…), because they may easily take you off” (OG respondent 2: 325-
328).   
 
The trainers and facilitators in both Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign claim an 
authority to speak the truth about how men are ‘supposed to behave’. The process called 
facilitation can then be seen as a question of the facilitators guiding the men to see ‘the truth’. 
In this process it is crucial, though, that you do not just tell the participants how to behave. In 
both practices, it is a rationale that you cannot transform conduct by telling people how to 
behave; you have to work through their subjectivities in order to start a process of them wanting 
to transform their conduct according to the truth you are trying to promote. This is a matter of 
government in the foucaultian sense, and not domination – of trying to shape the men’s conduct 
by working through their desires, aspirations, interest and beliefs. It is a matter of shaping the 
men’s freedom, since they are to decide to conduct themselves differently on the basis of the 
knowledge and perspectives presented to them. Thus, it is a question of profiting from that the 
fact that Ugandan men are ‘free’ subjects, whose freedom can be shaped (perhaps Ugandan 
women are not considered ‘free’ subjects). This demonstrates how power can be exercised by 
                                                 
83 And in a sense it can be discussed how well they achieved this, since it seem that to ‘summarize their message in 
the end’ became a question of ending the sessions with literally preaching to the men, this is how you should 
behave!  
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 utilizing and shaping freedom, while it, at the same time, is clearly defined how that freedom 
should be exercised.  
Are you not causing problems to yourself?  
Another aspect of how the practices attempt to produce responsible, risk-managing male 
subjects is through techniques that revolve around outlining consequences of certain types of 
behaviour. This can be said to a chore aspect of the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, in the sense of 
outlining negative consequences of certain aspects of masculinity in Uganda.  
In Operation Gideon the men are primarily asked to consider the ‘negative’ consequences of 
being unfaithful or having many women. The men are for example asked to consider the 
consequences unfaithfulness could have for them and their family: 
“ if you valuing your family, your wife and your children and now you have seen this 
woman one day and (…) you get the HIV, you bring it to the family, you and your 
wife you die, the children are not educated, tomorrow these are the children you are 
going to find at the streets selling themselves” (OG respondent 3:  104-108).  
”So you need to go deep and challenge him and help him to think (….) is it worth to 
have 4 women? I am not causing problems to myself? (…) so you see people have 
information, but they don’t take time to reflect and analyse and get out something” 
(OG respondent 1b: 547-549).  
The information, this respondent refers to, is knowledge about how HIV is transmitted. The 
rationale is thus that it is because the men have not had time to reflect and analyse on what this 
knowledge means that their behaviour is problematic. The Operation Gideon sessions are an 
opportunity to have this reflection. “We are not actually giving them information that they have 
never heard, I believe they have heard, I believe they know, but the practical, do they practice it 
and how can they practice it?” (OG respondent 2: 211-215). An aspect of producing 
responsible, risk-managing male subjects is thus to provide them with practical tools to enable 
them to conduct themselves and their family responsibly in relation to avoiding HIV infection. 
In Operation Gideon, the tools are the ‘challenging’ questions the facilitators ask the men about 
their conduct. In the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, the tool is knowledge on masculinity as something 
constructed that can be changed – how it is a matrix that programmes the men’s behaviour 
negatively.  
 
In both practices, a method is also to ‘prove’ that changing behaviour is possible – and positive. 
For the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, modelling gender equitable behaviour can be seen as a question 
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 of proving that there is an alternative way of being a man. This is for example attempted with 
the TV spot showing how to be ‘good man’ and the campaign t-shirts. The men wearing those t-
shirts demonstrate that they are proud of a certain way of being a man (‘respectful, caring, 
faithful, non-violent’).  In Operation Gideon, they use the technique of having people, who have 
changed, to give their testimonies, which is meant to prove that “what we are telling you is 
possible, someone can change, yes, ‘cause they are some people who think that changing is 
impossible” (OG respondent 5: 257-258). It is also meant to demonstrate that changing ones 
behaviour leads to a happier life: “showing example of some of us, other people, who changed 
their behaviours and the way they are living now, the way they are enjoying life” (OG 
respondent 5: 259-260)84.  A number of these testimonies of change come from the facilitators 
themselves. To a large extent, the facilitators in Operation Gideon function as examples of ‘the 
reformed man’. This gives them authority to claim that the men participating behave incorrectly 
(they realise their behaviour is bad). However, as a consequence of this, the facilitators have to 
carefully ‘practice what they preach’. In informal conversations, they often described this as a 
challenge.  
                                                 
84 In Reach Out, there is also the technique of using people living with HIV/AIDS as facilitator in the prevention 
activities. This is part of an idea of actively involving people living with HIV/AIDS in the programme’s activities 
as a way to fight stigma and as way also to ‘put faces’ on HIV positive. Additionally it is also part of ideas about 
the synergies between treatment and prevention.  
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 8. The culture here is so strong  
In both Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign the notion of ‘culture’ is important in 
the discussion of what the problem is, the forms of knowledge employed and therefore also in 
the discussions about how the men are to be transformed. It is my argument that rationalities 
and forms of knowledge are employed in the two practices that tend to form the problem of 
HIV/AIDS as a question of a problematic ‘Ugandan culture’.  Following Narayan (1997), we 
might say that ‘culture’ is being blamed for causing HIV/AIDS in these practices. The tendency 
to blame culture for various development problems, especially gender inequality, is by Narayan 
understood as a question of the reproduction of a colonialist stance on development countries as 
“”places without history” (…) governed instead by Unchanging Religious Traditions, whose 
very lack of susceptibility to change appears as a key symptom of the absence of “History””. 
(Narayan 1997: 53). This stance is particularly (re)produced through a representation of specific 
(problematic) cultural practices that completely neglects history and diversity (Ibid: 43-59). In 
Escobar (1991) argues that since the 1970s (with some variations) development institutions 
have been committed to cultural sensitivity, i.e. to design interventions that are appropriate to 
‘the local culture’. Such reflections are also relevant in Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ 
campaign. Escobar argues that this ‘cultural sensitivity’ in development interventions (largely 
made possible by the use of development anthropologists), have contributed to a reproduction 
of the ethnocentric notions of development (Escobar 1991: 671). That is a reproduction of the 
notion of ‘them’ as underdeveloped that are to be developed in the mirror of ‘us’ as developed 
(Ibid: 675-676).  In this chapter, I will discuss the notions about ‘problematic culture’ in 
Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, and how they can be said to reproduce 
colonial stances. Additionally, I will demonstrate how the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, through a 
representation of ‘problematic Ugandan culture’ as traditional, can be analysed as a 
‘modernisation’ project, while there appears to be a conflict in Operation Gideon between it 
being a modernisation project or a project of cultural preservation.  
The ‘Be a Man’ campaign: Ugandan notions of masculinity  
In the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, the rationalities about gender and masculinity include a perception 
of gender and masculinity constructions as culturally specific85. This is for example evident in 
                                                 
85 “Gender relations are influenced by cultural and social norms” (YEAH 2006: 3) 
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 the formative research that was conducted prior to the design of the campaign strategy, which 
investigated “Attitudes and Practices of Ugandan Men Regarding Issues of Gender and Actions 
critical to the Health of a Family” (UAC 2005: 5) 86. The objective with this research was 
among other things to “[u]nderstand Ugandan definitions of masculinity” (UAC 2005: 5). 
There is a dedication here to cultural sensitivity, which is limited to discussing Ugandan 
definitions of masculinity, though. Among other things, this research found that male and 
female Ugandans agreed that: “A woman is property of a man. A woman serves a man’s needs. 
Women lack rights or power in financial planning, decision-making, condom use (…) Religion 
and culture define moral standards differently for men and women.”  (UAC 2005: 6).  This 
kind of gender rationalities that confirms that indeed ‘Ugandan’ constructions of gender are 
unequal is connected to religion and culture. Perhaps, is the argument that religion and culture 
are to be blamed for gender inequality (and remembering the rationale that unfaithfulness is 
caused by gender inequality, they are perhaps to be blamed for the spread of HIV/AIDS)?  
 
To elaborate, the ‘Be a Man’ respondents refer to a range of ‘cultural practices’ in Uganda that 
they see as connected to these unequal gender relations in Uganda. In these quotes Ugandan 
culture is understood and represented as something quite unitary. One of the cultural practices 
that is mentioned often, is the practice called bride price. “[M]en not respecting woman (….) a 
lot of goes back to bride price, if you read the, the qualitative research it says a woman is the 
property of the man, and she’s bought and sex is just expected of her when she’s married and 
she can’t refuse it” (BAM respondent 2: 275-277).  Bride price is believed to affect Ugandan 
women’s ability to negotiate the terms of engaging in sexual relations with their husbands. And 
therefore contributing to one of the key problems outlined for this practice to address ‘men have 
more power in sexual relationships.’. This is further connected to the rationale that bride price 
contributes to coercive sex:  
“In this place we have a tradition of paying dowry or bride price for women, and so 
when you do that some people get to think that it’s like I bought a personal item 
(….)so they tend to look at their wife as property, and (….)that kind of attitude is 
risky and dangerous, especially to the women. Because many times men tend to end 
up being violent, you find a lot of cases of women reporting forced sex, she don’t 
want to say rape because he’s my husband, but forced sex” (BAM respondent 3: 
431-437).  
                                                 
86 Unfortunately, I have not been able to obtain a copy of this research, but some of the results are referred to in the 
proceedings from the Design Workshop (UAC 2005) and in HCP’s presentation on the campaign (HCP 2006).   
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 Bride price is thus believed to both affect Ugandan women’s ability to negotiate the terms of 
sexual relations, and contribute to the tendency for husbands to be violent towards their wives, 
particularly in sexual relations.  This respondent seems to imply that the tradition of paying 
dowry is something that has not been altered and affected by change in Uganda. At least, there 
are no references to how widespread bride price is in Uganda, or if it is more common in some 
communities than others, in any of the above quotes87. Remains of ‘traditional culture’ are also 
understood to be a cause of coercive sex:  
“a lot of coercive sex, rape, it’s really common here, (…) and it’s not even 
considered a bad thing in some places, in some of the cultures it’s considered that’s 
the mating rituals basically is, you know is, even violently, violent rape is considered 
you know that’s how you get a woman in some of these tribes (…) in the more 
traditional culture, it’s just this whole” (BAM respondent 2: 279-283).  
This quote seems to reflect a certain kind of anthropological knowledge. There are some tribes 
that are particularly traditional in their culture, and there coercive sex is not even considered a 
bad thing. I would say that this reflects an ethnocentric tendency in these rationalities, which is 
also evident in the rationale that in Uganda it is believed that men have an uncontrollable sexual 
urge:  
“it’s not that they has to have more than one partner, but, it’s if he needs to have sex 
he has to have sex, and he can’t, I don’t know, it’s almost like he can’t control it, 
whereas a woman, I don’t know, she doesn’t (…)it’s hard to maybe for me because 
I’m not from this culture, but to me it’s almost like they’re a wild animal and they 
need sex, there’s a woman around, it’s just like hey …it’s expected [laughing]. It’s 
expected by her and by him that he would at least approach her” (BAM respondent 
2: 507-513). 
In conclusion, this knowledge about ‘Ugandan culture’ constitutes an image of exotic cultural 
practices that contributes to the unequal gender relations between men and women, and of 
exotic, outdated cultural beliefs that see men as practically wild animals whose sexual urge 
cannot and should not be controlled.  
They can change their culture if they want to  
These rationalities about ‘Ugandan culture’ seems to be reflected in the technologies and 
techniques used in the ‘Be a Man’ campaign. First of all, there is a tendency to conceptual 
slippages between ‘gender constructions’ and ‘culture’. One of the Key Messages brought to 
                                                 
87 Some anthropological accounts of East Africa actually suggest that the practice of bride price has changed in 
recent years. Actually, most men cannot afford to pay the price, why the majority of people are not officially 
married, instead they live in un-registered unions, informally recognized as marriage (Silberschmidt 2001).  
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 young unmarried men, as a way to encourage gender equitable behaviours, is “Cultures do 
change” (YEAH 2006: 12). The training is also described as a question of getting “ men and 
women to think about what does it mean to be a man (…) what are some of the negative aspects 
of that, in their culture, in their own society, in their own community” (BAM respondent 2: 345-
349). Since this process is part of the idea of making men in Uganda want to change certain 
constructions of masculinity; constructions of masculinity are equated with culture in a sense88. 
A respondent argues further that the men can change, if they just stop using culture as an 
excuse:  
“they can make a change if they want I think that’s what, really honestly you hear 
these excuses, you hear people say but you know that’s our culture, like culture is 
just written in stone, that’s our culture, you know, but it’s not if you look, their 
culture has changed you know (yeah) but they don’t think it can change, they think 
you know it’s just our way, it’s the African way, it’s the Ugandan way, it’s the way 
African men are, they say that I hear it all over, and so if we could just get them to 
say, you know,  that’s the way it is now but it doesn’t have to stay that way” (BAM 
respondent 2: 349-354).  
The campaign attempts to come across with the message that culture should not be a reason for 
the men not being able to change, since apparently culture is something individuals can change 
or can choose not to follow (again culture appears to be something exogenous to the subject), 
and actually their culture has already changed. The crucial point is thus, that Ugandan men have 
to want to change their culture (or what they mistakenly think still is their culture). This entails 
that also the Ugandan staff working with the ‘Be a Man’ campaign becomes an object of 
government, because apparently they are still a part of Ugandan culture.  As an American 
respondent argues: 
“we just assume that the people that we are working with, you know our partners 
and people from various organizations that are working on HIV, we start doing this 
we just assume that they understand, that they can see everything through this 
gender lens and that they understand what gender means and they understand, you 
know, anyhow, that they understand it the way I understand it, I just assume that 
right. But they don’t, they’re not already sensitized they’re not already on board, 
they’re still part of the general population they still see what, they still see what 
masculinity is through, they’re part of Uganda and part of the culture and they’re 
men and women here and they see it that way, they haven’t done the, had the 
inspection yet, and they don’t even understand necessarily what gender, what it 
means” (BAM respondent 2: 467-476). 
                                                 
88 This is also particularly remarkable when you consider how the notions of problematic masculinity in the ‘Be a 
Man’ campaign are inspired by rationalities that seem to claim universal validity88
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 The problem this respondent (from HCP) outlines is that the Ugandan staff for one have not 
been through the exercise of critically analysing their own gender constructions’ negative 
contributions to HIV/AIDS, and secondly it is perhaps difficult for them to see this, because 
they are still part of the culture in Uganda. Although the campaign brings the message to the 
target audience that Ugandan culture actually has changed, this respondent seems in a sense to 
operate with a Ugandan culture that has not changed, since the problem with her Ugandan 
colleagues is that they are still part of the culture in Uganda. This reflection also demonstrates 
that the purpose with the campaign, and particularly the role of HCP as funder and technical 
advisor to YEAH, is also about governing the staff according to these rationalities. They too 
have to be freed from negative masculinities/gender constructions in order for them to be able 
to govern Ugandan men to be Gender Equitable Men.  
Blaming culture 
In conclusion, in the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, there is a tendency to understand the problem of 
HIV/AIDS, and particularly the position of Ugandan women in sexual relationships, as caused 
by “an imagined and unitary complex called “their Traditions/Religions/Cultures”” (Narayan 
1997: 50). Although the practice relies on and is constituted around knowledge about men and 
masculinities that has tendencies to be universal, it appears that Ugandan culture is primarily 
what can be problematised. Following Narayan, the tendency to blame culture is for example 
evident in the totalising representations of Ugandan culture, that makes no references to 
variations in the cultural practices between different communities and over time. It is also 
evident in the discussion on how Ugandan staff working with the campaign is not able to 
problematise notions of masculinity, because they are (still) part of an unchanged Ugandan 
culture. The commitment to cultural sensitivity in HIV/AIDS prevention practices (cf. Escobar) 
can perhaps be said to constitute culture itself as the problem of HIV/AIDS. At least, in the ‘Be 
a Man’ campaign I have identified the tendency to rationalise HIV/AIDS as a problem of 
‘Ugandan traditions/culture/religion’. The risky sexual practices that are thought to cause 
HIV/AIDS are primarily problematised as a question of gender inequality, and this gender 
inequality is rationalised as caused by ‘Ugandan traditions/culture/religion’. As a consequence, 
culture appears to become the object of government, albeit placed on the shoulders of the 
individual man, who have to want to change his culture. It can also be argued that the 
commitment to cultural sensitivity has as a consequence that the practice cannot problematise 
that Ugandan men must be the ones who are in control. As I have touched upon earlier, it seems 
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 that in their efforts to design culturally appropriate messages Ugandan men will hear, they 
reproduce the notion of being male is equal to being in control.  
 
Blaming culture, particularly through ‘erasing history’, can also have other effects. A 
representation of developing countries as places where Times Stands Still and on where One 
Cultures Rules (Narayan 1997: 50) replicates not only a colonialist stance depicting the culture 
of developing countries as “inferior, irrational and incapable of change” (Ibid: 53). It can also 
be used to argue for that the response to HIV/AIDS must be a preservation of culture and 
religious values (cf. Ibid.). I will deal with this point in the forthcoming paragraphs on 
Operation Gideon.  
Operation Gideon: culture makes people ignorant 
In Operation Gideon, rationalities about ‘Ugandan’ and sometimes ‘African’ culture are 
employed in the problematisations of men’s conduct. Like in the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, there is 
a tendency to represent ‘Ugandan culture’ in a unitary way, and a tendency to blame culture. 
This is for example evident in the problematisation of how culture causes men to behave 
‘badly’:  “people they do things [without] knowing that they’re doing them, it’s like they’re 
kind of ignorance (…) a man is sleeping out with another woman, and he think he’s right (….) 
culturally (…) is doing the right thing, but he doesn’t know he’s doing a wrong thing” (OG 
respondent 3:  362-364). This kind of problematisation of culture, as something that makes men 
ignorant, particularly concerning the fact that being unfaithful is actually a wrong thing, appears 
to be key in the subjectification of the men. However, the rationalities on a problematic 
Ugandan culture also revolve around the question of Ugandan men having the whole saying in 
their families. The culture background is attributed to constitute women as submissive and men 
as the providers: 
“ the cultural background where the women have always to be submissive, especially 
if they’re not educated (…) a woman has to say yes, to be submissive” (OG 
respondent 1b: 382-384)  “that culture background whereby that a man is supposed 
to be with men, fellow men, not with women. Women are supposed to be with 
children and their fellow women. But a man to see you seated at home (….) a man 
helping his wife, washing clothes, doing this and that, in our society people would 
laugh, they would even think, the women has bewitched this man, he’s behaving like 
a child, how could you wash the clothes, when your wife is there. So, some men they 
know domestic work is supposed, women and girl’s work, not the men, so that’s why 
the men they feel uncomfortable, and some women they are actually have that belief, 
that I don’t want my husband to start, let him go out” (OG respondent 1a: 163-170). 
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 These explanations fit well with the task of Operation Gideon being to teach the men to view 
their wives as a partner with whom they have to work together for their families well-being, and 
also with the rationales of making the men better communicators who do not spend all their 
time in bars. Thus, men’s limited dialogue with their wives is a ‘cultural thing’; “simply 
because the culture here is so strong, and it has discriminatory tendencies, like it is not, it is not 
common (…) for men to sit and with women and discuss particular issue” (OG respondent 2: 
24-26)89. Furthermore, the tendency to problematise particular cultural practices, without 
considering variations in time and space, is also evident in Operation Gideon. Referring to bride 
price one of the respondents argued “[T]he negative perceptions of culture, a man is, a woman 
is a property, I went and took my money and bought” (OG respondent 2: 51-52). However, a 
difference to the ‘Be a Man’ campaign is that it is not necessarily culture itself that is negative, 
but a certain perception of culture that is. It is negative perceptions of ‘Ugandan culture’ that 
constitute Ugandan men with the whole saying in their families. These perceptions are still 
important: “also in our culture which gives still, plays a big role, where that a man is a boss, he 
is not a partner, but a boss” (OG respondent 1 a: 132-134). Thus, also Operation Gideon 
operates with a Uganda ruled by ‘unchanging traditions’ and ‘one culture’.  
 
The above forms of knowledge about ‘Ugandan culture’ seem to imply that these cultural 
notions (the one that are negative) can and should be transformed, changed or discarded. 
Furthermore, culture is referred to a something ‘constructed’ or ‘artificial’ inflicted upon 
people; “So they say it’s a cultural thing, that’s why we say that these things, which are 
cultural, they are not what, they are some things which are cultural and (…) they’re not normal 
in our society today”(OG respondent 3: 466-470). This can be analysed as a particular 
colonialist stance, culture is something not valid in today’s modern society; cultural things are 
remains from a time that has passed. Or rather, the fact that culture still has an impact in 
Uganda reflects how it is ‘underdeveloped’ (cf. Escobar 1991). Similar to the ‘Be a Man’ 
campaign the task for Operation Gideon is to encourage men to stop blaming culture; “When 
we’re discussing something like faithfulness these men bring in culture (OG respondent 4: 147-
148); ‘they say it’s a cultural thing, but we say no, these are remains from some traditions that 
are no longer valid, especially in “this period of HIV/AIDS today” (OG respondent 1 a: 255-
                                                 
89 This is perhaps an excellent example of how culturally appropriate strategies (we have to have all-male groups 
because of this cultural background) reproduces these notions.  
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 256). However, another respondent discusses Ugandan culture as something that can both 
instrumental and detrimental to the fight against HIV/AIDS:  
“Because there are bad, there are bad, if I call them concepts or aspects of culture, 
but there are also a lot of good aspects, so we at some moment in time, we base on 
that, but at another point we go to our culture as well, we go to our culture, we use 
all that can lead us to our goal, HIV is prevented and at the end of the day we have 
healthier and happy, happy family” (OG respondent 2: 422-426).  
The project this respondent suggests is to challenge the negative aspects of Ugandan culture and 
promote the positive ones, which constitutes ‘negative aspects’ of Ugandan culture as the object 
of government. More precisely, the men are constituted as bearers of constructed cultures that 
can be transformed and utilised for the benefit of HIV/AIDS prevention. This is parallel to the 
‘Be a Man’ campaign’s objective to mould masculinity for the sake of HIV/AIDS prevention.  
 
The facilitators in Operation Gideon are all Ugandan men themselves, why it can be argued that 
when they blame Ugandan culture for making men ignorant, they are also talking about 
themselves. However, as I have argued previously the facilitators function as examples of ‘the 
reformed man’. Therefore, they represent a kind of man that has moved beyond cultural 
influences, or perhaps only follows aspects of Ugandan culture that are positive. Furthermore, 
the facilitators claim an authority to judge which aspects of culture are negative and which are 
positive, not only from a HIV/AIDS prevention rationality, but also from Christianity. They 
also represent true believers. However, this puts them in a position where they have to always 
be careful to ‘practice what they preach’.  
When you look at our culture in the past, people used to abstain 
In the forms of knowledge employed in Operation Gideon there is thus to a tendency to blame 
culture, like in the ‘Be a Man’ campaign. However, the way Uganda is depicted as a country 
ruled by ‘unchanging traditions’ also feeds into a plea for cultural preservation. One of the 
respondents argues that their task is to promote positive cultural practices, and that the spread 
of HIV/AIDS is caused by a loss of interest in our positive cultural practices, as well as the 
culturally inappropriate strategy of providing condoms. This can be analysed as a matter of 
rationalising HIV/AIDS prevention as a question of a restoration of traditional/religious values. 
The tendency to blame culture/tradition/religion for HIV/AIDS in Africa, may (re)produce an 
image of African countries as places ruled by tradition/culture/religion. This image can be used 
to argue for cultural preservation and restoration of moral values as the cure for HIV/AIDS 
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 (cf.Narayan 1997: 53). A technique one facilitator talked about can serve as an example. This 
facilitator argued that not all the participants in Operation Gideon are religious or convinced, 
and in that case, culture can be used to promote faithfulness in a similar way faith/religion is 
used: “But there are some people who are (…) not convinced, but what does your culture 
teach? You (…) make a reference what does your culture teach?” (Respondent 2: 420-422). 
Another example is the argument that people should not abstain because of AIDS and that 
people used to abstain before AIDS:  
“They’re telling this person abstain because not to get AIDS, they’re not looking at 
other values (…) it should not be only AIDS (…), people used to abstain before AIDS 
(…) when you look at the culture, eh, in the past people used to marry virgins, and 
these days to get a virgin is not easy, people used to marry virgins because they 
valued it, they didn’t know that they were abstaining (…) and there were some rules 
although they were harsh, that if you, you have sex before marriage, your father will 
build for you a small house at the corner of the what, of the land, where his land 
ends and you stay there(…) So people would fear, girls would fear these things to 
happen to them, and (…) they keep themselves safe. If a guy force this girl to have 
sex like rape, there’s a sentence, maybe they could be beat you to death, but those 
things now they are no longer there, but they used to value them, and that’s how they 
used to abstain” (OG respondent 3: 236-275).  
This respondent argues that people being abstinent and prescribing to moral values should be 
desired end in themselves, not only because there is the threat of AIDS. Or rather, as I have 
discussed earlier in relation to the same respondent, his argument is perhaps that the fear of 
AIDS is less effective in persuading people to abstain, than religious or ‘forgotten traditional’ 
moral values and norms. In a sense, this respondent claims that ‘Ugandan culture’ has changed, 
but the changed is depicted negatively. In this way, the understanding of African countries as 
places ruled by traditions/culture is used here to argue for a restoration of morals that have been 
lost.  
These are modern times  
In conclusion, there is a tendency to ‘blame culture’ for HIV/AIDS in these two practices. The 
tendencies in both practices to depict Uganda as a context without history ruled by ‘unchanging 
traditions’, have other implications as well. In the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, such a rationale seems 
to constitute it as a modernisation project. This is evident in the way that the ‘negative’ 
constructions of masculinity are represented as ‘traditional’: “”traditional” male attitudes and 
behaviors (…) perpetuate power imbalances in their relationship with women” (Press release). 
Similarly, the ‘positive’ and gender-equitable ways of being a man are presented as modern, for 
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 example: “These are modern times, we have to adapt and change for the better” (YEAH 2006: 
12). The rationale seems further to be that men and women in Uganda, including the Ugandan 
campaign staff, are so programmed by these cultures/traditions/gender constructions that people 
from countries that are ‘modern’ need to make them aware of it. This can be said to reproduce 
the idea about ‘tradition/culture-bound underdeveloped subjects’ who must be developed by 
‘modern subjects’ (cf. Escobar 1991: 668), through a process where the underdeveloped 
subjects are freed from culture/tradition/religion that keep them from using rational knowledge 
to govern their own behaviour.  
 
In Operation Gideon, the discussions about traditional/modern take a slightly different 
direction. Like in the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, there is a tendency to problematise ‘Ugandan 
culture’ for being unchanged and outdated, evident in expressions like conventional gender 
roles, and in the use of the word still, and particularly evident in the framing of ‘negative’ 
cultural influences being leftovers from the past, which are no longer valid today. However, at 
the same time there is also a tendency to rationalise HIV/AIDS prevention as a question of 
cultural preservation and restoration of moral values. The idea appears to be that some aspects 
of ‘cultural/traditional practices’ are negative (such as men having multiple partners), while 
others are positive (such as notions about abstinence, and restriction of girls sexual behaviour). 
Being ‘modern’ is then not necessarily the goal for Operation Gideon if modern means loosing 
the ‘positive’ morals and values.   
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 9. Conclusion 
In the two HIV/AIDS prevention practices in Uganda the ‘Be a Man’ campaign and Operation 
Gideon, men’s conduct is the problem they seek to address. At the same time, though, the men 
are also constituted to be part of the solution. Perhaps this is a key difference between these 
types of practices and the kind of HIV/AIDS prevention practices that try to ‘empower women’. 
However, the fact that men are part of the solution because of their privileged position seems to 
entail that men’s privileged position cannot ultimately be problematised. Consequently, the task 
of these practices becomes to encourage men in Uganda to practice their authority as men 
properly. The effects these two practices have on the formation of gendered subject are 
therefore that male subjects are produced, who are charged with a responsibility for practising 
their authority as men properly in relation to preventing HIV/AIDS. Female subject are 
produced whose role is primarily to support end encourage their partners/husbands to practice 
their authority as men properly. This formation of gendered subjects can be seen to reproduce 
certain notions about men’s authority in general, about Uganda as a place with unchanging 
gender relations, or of African countries as places where women are universally repressed by 
men.  
 
In the ‘Be a Man’ campaign, the problem with men’s conduct is understood as a question of 
problematic ‘Ugandan notions of masculinity’. Constructions of masculinity are understood to 
be a ‘matrix’ that programmes men’s conduct. The goal of the campaign is therefore to make 
men understand the gender matrix that programmes their behaviour and how it is ‘negative’ in 
relation to HIV/AIDS in order to make them want to change this matrix into a new version that 
has been defined by the campaign beforehand. According to this new gender matrix, men have 
to be Gender Equitable Men. In Operation Gideon, the problem with men’s conduct is mostly 
understood as a question of lack of faith or belief in moral and spiritual values. HIV/AIDS is, in 
this context, primarily understood as a consequence of promiscuity. Men are therefore to turn to 
God; they are to follow the rules of conduct instated by God, the church, religion or 
alternatively ‘traditional’ values. In order for men to be able to do this, they first have to work 
on a fundamental sense of faith. They have to understand that they are God’s creation, which 
entails an obligation to take care of oneself (and one’s family). 
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 Despite these differences, there are also similarities between the two practices. It is my 
argument that both Operation Gideon and the ‘Be a Man’ campaign have a tendency to ‘blame 
culture’ for HIV/AIDS. This reproduces a colonialist stance, where Uganda is depicted as a 
place where time stands still, ruled by ‘unchanging traditions’.  Particularly for the ‘Be a Man’ 
campaign, the effect of this is the production of subjects who are believed to be 
‘underdeveloped’, because of this unchanging culture/tradition that inhibits them from using 
rational knowledge to conduct themselves. For Operation Gideon, the notion of Uganda as a 
place ruled by tradition is at the same time used to understand the problem of HIV/AIDS as a 
question of moral decay, and subsequently to argue for the reinstating of moral order. These 
different tendencies in the two practices also reflect two distinct ways of rationalising the 
question of HIV/AIDS prevention on an overall level. Is it a question of providing subjects with 
knowledge to ‘free’ themselves from negative cultural influences? Or is it a question of 
reinstating a moral order (where HIV/AIDS is a testament to the way moral order has been 
lost)? 
 
However, the overall way government is rationalised and practiced in the ‘Be a Man’ campaign 
and Operation Gideon can be seen as variations of liberal rationalities of government. More 
precisely, as a question of producing male subjects responsible for managing their own and 
their family’s risk of HIV infection. By using different forms of knowledge, these male subjects 
are to reflect on how ‘culture’ or masculinity constructions programme(s) their conduct in a 
way that inhibits them from managing their own and their family’s risk of HIV infection. In 
both practices, facilitators facilitate such reflections and guide men to come to the their ‘own 
conclusions’ on how to move beyond this social programming and manage HIV risk. At times, 
this technique comes across paradoxical, because it is so obvious to the facilitators, which 
conclusions they would like the men to arrive at.  
In Operation Gideon, liberal rationalities of government are at play concurrently with Christian 
notions of taking care of the self. At the same time as the practice aims to produce responsible 
male subjects capable of using knowledge to reflect on how to conduct themselves, it also aims 
to produce male subjects who follow the rules of conduct instated by God’s divine authority. 
Perhaps, these technologies of the self can be combined; to be a responsible man in Uganda, 
today, is to follow the rules of conduct instated by religion or ‘traditional’ values, because you 
understand that this is a responsible way of conducting yourself in terms of managing your own 
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 and your family’s risk of HIV infection. However, one of the Operation Gideon facilitators 
argues that producing subjects who follow religious rules of conduct is a more effective way of 
practising HIV/AIDS prevention than providing ‘free’ subjects with knowledge to enable self-
government.  This is perhaps connected to the colonialist stance. A consequence of such a 
stance could be that the most effective way to govern in developing countries is to take point of 
departure in the countries’ tendencies to be governed by tradition/religion/culture. The rationale 
being that it is more effective to encourage people to follow these traditions/religions/cultures 
more strictly than to assume that they are ‘free’ subjects capable of managing themselves 
according to specific knowledge. I would argue that the debate between ‘addressing structural 
causes’ vs. ‘individual behaviour change’ in HIV/AIDS prevention reflects a similar debate 
over how to govern developing countries.  
  
 100
 10. References  
? Adedimeji A, Jagha T, Alawode O (2004): Methodological issues using KAP surveys in 
studying HIV/STI related knowledge and behaviours among adolescents in urban slums in 
Nigeria. Abstract no. D12782, the International AIDS Conference 2004, July 11-16.   
? Akeroyd, Anne V. (2004): Coercion, Constraints, and “Cultural Entrapments”: A 
Further Look at Gendered and Occupational Factors Pertinent to the Transmission of 
HIV in Africa in Kalipeni, Craddock, Oppong & Ghosh (eds.): HIV & AIDS in Africa: 
Beyond Epidemiology. Blackwell Publishing 
? Alexis, Errol (2003a): Boys to men – Socialization process and male sexuality in Tersbøl, 
Britt Pinkowsky (ed.): Proceedings from the seminar: Gender, Sexuality and HIV/AIDS – 
Research and Intervention in Africa. Department of Women and Gender Research in 
Medicine, Institute of Public Health, University of Copenhagen. 
? Alexis, Errol (2003b):  Strengthening Male Involvement in Sexual and Reproductive 
Health: The Namibia Experience in Tersbøl, Britt Pinkowsky (ed.): Proceedings from the 
seminar: Gender, Sexuality and HIV/AIDS – Research and Intervention in Africa. 
Department of Women and Gender Research in Medicine, Institute of Public Health, 
University of Copenhagen. 
? Andersen, Niels Åkestrøm (1999): Diskursive analysestrategier. Nyt fra 
samfundsvidenskaberne, Copenhagen.  
? Barker, Gary (2000): Gender Equitable Boys in a Gender Inequitable World: Reflections 
from Qualitative Research and Program Development with Young Men in Rio de Janeiro, 
Brazil. Located at: http://www.aids.harvard.edu/africanow/pdfs/ANOW_book.pdf  
? Barker, Gary (2005): Dying to be Men – Youth, masculinity and social exclusion. 
Routledge, London & New York.  
? Bujra, Janet (2002): Targeting Men for a Change: AIDS Discourse and Activism in Africa 
in Cleaver, Frances (ed.): Masculinities Matters. Zed Books, London. 
? Dean, Mitchell (2004): Governmentality – Power and Rule in Modern Society. Sage, 
London. 
? Dreyfus, Hubert L. & Paul Rabinow (1982): Michel Foucault - Beyond Structuralism and 
Hermeneutics The University of Chicago Press, Chicago 
? Campbell, Catherine (2003): Letting Them Die – Why HIV/AIDS Prevention Programmes 
Fail. The International African Institute/Double Storey Books, Wetton, South 
Africa/Indiana University Pres, Bloomington.  
? Cleaver, Frances (2002): Men and Masculinities: New Direction in Gender and 
Development in Cleaver, Frances (ed.): Masculinities Matters. Zed Books, London. 
? Cruikshank, Barbara (1999):  The will to empower – Democratic citizens and other 
subjects. Cornell University Press, Ithaca. 
? Connell, R.W. (2000): The Men and The Boys. Polity Press, Cambridge. 
? Connell, R.W. (2005): Globalization, Imperialism, and Masculinities in Kimmel, Micheal 
S, Jeff Hearn & R.W. Connell (eds.): Handbook of Studies on men and masculinities.  
Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, California. 
 101
 ? Escobar, Arturo (1991): Anthropology and the Development Encounter – The Making and 
Marketing of Development Anthropology. American Ethnologist, Vol. 18, pp. 658-682.   
? Farmer, Paul (1999): Infection and inequalities: The modern plagues. University of 
California Press, Berkeley.  
? Fontana, Allessandro & Mauro Bertani (2003): Situating the Lectures in Foucault, Michel 
(ed. by Ewald & Fontana): Society Must Be Defended – Lectures at Collège de France 
1975-76. Penguin Books.  
? Foucault, Michel (1977): Discipline and Punish – The Birth of the Prison. Penguin 
Books, London. 
? Foucualt, Michel (1978): The History of Sexuality. Volume 1: An Introduction. (Trans. 
Robert Hurley). Penguin Books, London.  
? Foucault, Michel (1985): The Use of Pleasure – Volume 2 of the History of Sexuality. 
Penguin Books Ltd., Harmondsworth. 
? Foucault, Michel (1988): Technologies of the self in Martin, Luther H et. al (ed): 
Technologies of the self – A seminar with Michel Foucault. The University of 
Massachusetts Press, Amherst.   
? Foucault, Michel (1991): Governmentality in Graham Burchell, Colin Gordon & Peter 
Miller (eds.) (1991): The Foucualt Effect – Studies in Governmentality. Harvester 
Wheatsheaf, London.  
? Foucault, Michel (1997a): Society Must Be Defended in Rabinow, Paul (ed.): Michel 
Foucault – Ethics – Subjectivity and truth. The essential works volume 1. The Penguin 
Press, Harmondsworth. 
? Foucault, Michel (1997b): The Ethics of the Concern for Self as a Practice of Freedom in 
Rabinow, Paul (ed.): Michel Foucault – Ethics – Subjectivity and truth. The essential 
works volume 1. The Penguin Press, Harmondsworth. 
? Foucault, Michel (2002a): Truth and Power (Interview conducted in 1976) in Faubion, 
James D. (ed.) (2002): Michel Foucault – Power. The essential works volume 3. Penguin 
Books, London. 
? Foucault, Michel (2002b): Questions of Method (Interview conducted in 1980) in 
Faubion, James D. (ed.) (2002): Michel Foucault – Power. The essential works volume 3. 
Penguin Books, London. 
? Foucault, Michel (2002c): The Subject and Power in Faubion, James D. (ed.) (2002): 
Michel Foucault – Power. The essential works volume 3. Penguin Books, London. 
? Foucault, Michel (2003a): Omnes et Singulatum: Towards a Critique of Politcal 
Reason in Rabinow, Paul & Nikolas Rose (eds.): The essential Foucualt: selections from 
essential works of Foucault, 1954-1984. New Press, New York.  
? Foucault, Michel (2003b): The Birth of biopolitics in Rabinow, Paul & Nikolas Rose 
(eds.): The essential Foucualt: selections from essential works of Foucault, 1954-1984. 
New Press, New York.   
? Foucault, Michel (2003c): Nietzsche, Genealogy, History in Rabinow, Paul & Nikolas 
Rose (eds.): The essential Foucault: selections from essential works of Foucault, 1954-
1984. New Press, New York.  .  
 102
 ? Ferguson, James (1995): The Anti-Politics Machine – “Development”, Depoliticization, 
and Bureaucratic Power in Lesotho. University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis.  
? Galeria, Jessica (2006): NGO PROFILE: Instituto ProMundo, Brazil. Published by the 
International Action Network Against Small Arms at: 
http://www.iansa.org/women/bulletin6/ngo-profile.htm  
? Gordon, Colin (1991): Governmental rationality: an introduction in Graham Burchell, 
Colin Gordon & Peter Miller (eds.): The Foucault Effect – Studies in Governmentality. 
Harvester Wheatsheaf, London.  
? Hansen, Lene (2006): Security as Practice: Discourse Analysis and the Bosnian War.  
Routledge, London.  
? HCP (2006). Be a Man presentation. Retrieved from HCP, Kampala. 2006b is a 
presentation with some similar slides.  
? HCP (2006b): Impact of RockPoint on Gender Norms. Located at: 
http://www.hcpartnership.org/Press/press2006-06-21.php 
? Heald, Suzette (2002): It’s Never as Easy as ABC: Understandings of AIDS in Botswana. 
African Journal of AIDS Research. Vol. 1 (1), pp. 1-18.  
? Heise, Lori L. (1995): Violence, Sexuality and Women’s Lives in Gagnon, John H & 
Richard G. Parker (eds.): Conceiving sexuality. Approaches to sex research in a 
postmodern World. Routledge, London & New York. 
? Kimmel, Micheal S, Jeff Hearn & R.W. Connell (2005): Handbook of Studies on men and 
masculinities.  Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, California. 
? Leadership July-August 2006: Uncomfortable Truths about HIV/AIDS, pp.20-23. The 
Comboni Missionaries, Kampala (see appendix 4).  
? Morell, Robert & Lahoucine Ouzgane (eds.) (2005): African Masculinities – Men in 
Africa from the Late Nineteenth Century to the Present. Palgrave Macmillan/University 
of KwaZulu-Natal Press. 
? Narayan, Uma (1997): Dislocating Cultures – Identities, Traditions, and Third-World 
Feminism. Routledge, New York & London.  
? Nguyen, Vinh-Kim (2004): Antiretroviral Globalism, Biopolitics, and Therapeutic 
Citizenship in Ong, Aihwa and Stephen Collier (eds.): Global Assemblages: Technology, 
Politics and Ethics as Anthropological Problems. Blackwell, London.  
? Oppong, Joseph R. & Ezekiel Kalipeni (2004): Perceptions and Misperceptions of AIDS 
in Africa. In Kalipeni, Craddock, Oppong & Ghosh (eds.): HIV & AIDS in Africa: Beyond 
Epidemiology. Blackwell Publishing. 
? Panos (1998): AIDS AND MEN – Old problem, new angle. HIV/AIDS Briefing No. 6. 
Located at www.panos.org.uk/briefing/menaids.htm  
? Panos/UNAIDS (2001): Young men and HIV – Culture, Poverty and Sexual Risk. Located 
at: http://panos.org.uk/files/youngmenandhivculture.pdf 
? Parkhurst, Justin O. (2001):  The Crisis of Aids and the Politics of Response: The Case of 
Uganda. International Relations. Vol. 15 (6), p. 69-87 
 103
 ? Peacock, Dean (2005): Men as Partners: South African Men Respond to Violence against 
Women and HIV/AIDS. Located at: www.engenderhealth.org/ia/wwm/index.html  
? Pfeiffer, James (2004): Condom Social Marketing, Pentecostalism, and Structural 
Adjustment in Mozambique: A clash of AIDS Prevention Messages. Medical 
Anthropology Quarterly 18 (1), pp. 77-103 
? Press release on the Be a Man campaign (2006): 
http://www.hcpartnership.org/Press/press2006-06-21.php 
? Rabinow, Paul & Nikolas Rose (2003): Introduction in Rabinow, Paul & Nikolas Rose 
(eds.) The essential Foucualt: selections from essential works of Foucault, 1954-1984. 
New Press, New York.  
? Raen, Konstanse (2004): Where is the Good Samaritan Today? – A challenge to fight 
HIV/AIDS. Norwegian Church Aid/United Bible Societies.  Can be ordered from: 
http://ubs-goodsamaritan.org/1025  
? Reach Out (2005): Quarterly Report. April – June 2005. 
? Reach Out (2006a): Annual Report 2005 
? Reach Out (2006b): Reach Out Quarterly Report January – March 2006.  
? Rose, Nikolas and Peter Miller (1992): Political power beyond the State: Problematics of 
government in British Journal of Sociology, Volume no. 43. Issue no. 2, June 1992. 
? Rose, Nikolas (1999): Powers of Freedom- Reframing Political Thought. Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge.  
? Schoepf, Brooke Grundfest (2004): AIDS, History and Struggles over Meaning. In 
Kalipeni, Craddock, Oppong & Ghosh (eds.): HIV & AIDS in Africa: Beyond 
Epidemiology. Blackwell Publishing. 
? Silberschmidt, Magrethe (2001): Disempowerment of Men in Rural and Urban East 
Africa: Implications for Male Identity and Sexual Behaviour. World Development, Vol. 
29, No. 4, pp. 657-671. 
? Silberschmidt, Magrethe (2003): Summary of main conclusions and recommendations in 
Tersbøl, Britt Pinkowsky (ed.): Proceedings from the seminar: Gender, Sexuality and 
HIV/AIDS – Research and Intervention in Africa. Department of Women and Gender 
Research in Medicine, Institute of Public Health, University of Copenhagen. 
? Silberschmidt, Margrethe (2004): Masculinities, sexuality and socio-economic change in 
rural and urban East Africa in Arnfred, Signe (ed.): Re-thinking Sexualities in Africa. 
Nordic Africa Institute, Uppsala. 
? Smith, Mohga Kamal (2002): Gender, poverty and intergenerational vulnerability to 
HIV/AIDS. Gender and Development Vol. 10, No. 3, November 2002.  
? Smith, Daniel Jordan (2004): Youth, sin and sex in Nigeria: Christianity and HIV/AIDS 
related beliefs and behaviour among rural-urban migrants. Culture, Health & Sexuality, 
September-October 2004, vol. 6, no. 5, pp. 453-437 
? Stillwagon, Eileen (2003): Racial Metaphors: Interpreting Sex and AIDS in Africa. 
Development and Change 34, pp. 809-832. 
? Stillwaggon, Eileen (2006): AIDS and the Ecology of Poverty. Oxford University Press. 
 104
 ? Sørensen, Eva & Torfing, Jacob (2005): Netværksstyring – fra government til 
governance. Roskilde Universitetsforlag, Frederiksberg.  
? Thomson, Marilyn (2002): Boys will be Boys: Addressing the Social Constructions of 
Gender in Cleaver, Frances (ed.): Masculinities Matters. Zed Books, London. 
? Torfing, Jakob (2005): Institutioner og magt in Klaus Nielsen, red. (2005): Institutionel 
teori – en tværfaglig introduktion. Roskilde Universitetsforlag, Frederiksberg.  
? Triantafillou, Peter (2005a): Governmentality og politisk styring. Lecture held 23.09.05 as 
part of the seminar: Politik og styring set gennem Foucault and Deleuze. The Department 
of Social Sciences, Roskilde University. 
? Triantafillou, Peter (2005b): Normaliserende viden og magt. Lecture held 07.10.05 as part 
of the seminar: Politik og styring set gennem Foucault and Deleuze. The Department of 
Social Sciences, Roskilde University. 
? Triantafillou, Peter (2005c): Metodologiske problemstillinger i Michel Foucaults 
genealogisk magt- og frihedsanalytik: Ti bud. Reasearch paper no. 5/05. The Department 
of Social Sciences. Roskilde University.   
? UAC (2005): Sexual and Reproductive Health – Strategy Design Workshop 2005.  
Uganda AIDS Commission.  
? UNAIDS (2000): Men and AIDS – a gendered approach – 2000 World AIDS Campaign. 
UNAIDS, Geneva. 
? UNAIDS (2002): Report on the global HIV/AIDS epidemic. UNAIDS, Geneva.  
? UNAIDS (2004): Intensifying HIV prevention – UNAIDS policy position paper. 
UNAIDS, Geneva. 
? UNAIDS (2006): 60/262 Political Declaration on HIV/AIDS. UNAIDS, Geneva.  
? Villadsen, Kaspar (2002): Michel Foucault og kritiske perspektiver på liberalismen- 
Governmentality eller genealogi som analysestrategi. Dansk Sociologi, nr. 3/13. årg., 
Oktober 2002. Located at www.sociologiskforum.dk  
? YEAH (2005): Phase 1 Campaign Strategy – January 2005. Young Empowered and 
Healthy, Kampala 
? YEAH (2006): Sexual and Reproductive Health. Phase II Campaign Strategy – 
Masculinity and Male Gender norms. Young Empowered and Healthy, Kampala.    
 
Websites 
? Reach Out Mbuya: www.reachoutmbuya.org  
? The ‘Be a Man’ campaign: http://www.hcpartnership.org/Press/press2006-06-21.php 
? Uganda AIDS Commission: www.aidsuganda.org  
? YEAH: http://www.aidsuganda.org/yeah.htm  
? Health Communication Partnership: http://www.hcpartnership.org/  
? UBS’ Good Samaritan Outreach Package: http://ubs-goodsamaritan.org/1043  
 105
 11. Appendices 
Appendix 1: Interview guides for Operation Gideon 
facilitators 
A) Interview guide – Head of FFL  
Introductions  
As you know I am doing research on HIV/AIDS prevention programmes for my master’s 
thesis. I would like to ask you some general questions about Operation Gideon, like why it was 
initiated and what the programme consists of. Don’t mind if some of the questions seem a bit 
obvious, but I would like to hear your version of things.  
But before we really start, can you tell just a little bit about yourself and your background.  
Rationales 
? Can you tell why operation Gideon was started?  
? What would you say is the overall goal with operation Gideon? (and what is the overall 
goal of all of FFL’s prevetion efforts?)  
? How is this overall goal to be attained? 
? What are the problems this programme tries to tackle? 
? What are the advantages/disadvantages with tackling these problems in this way?  
? What are the advantages of a community-based approach?  
? What role does the faith-based approach play in relation to Operation Gideon?  
Techniques 
? Why has it been chosen to meet these men in groups? – and in drinking places?  
? What are the advantages of meeting men in this way? 
? What are the issues you discuss with the men?  
? Why these issues?  
? You told me you raise issues and then it provokes many questions and discussions, can 
you give me a specific example of that? (What was the issue, and what kind of discussions 
did it bring?) 
? How do you mobilize men to be part of these groups?  
? Which challenges do you encounter when trying to mobilize men to participate? 
Successes and challenges 
? Have you seen or noticed any impact yet? 
? What kind of impact?  
? What have you learned (about the issues relating to reaching men) when conducting this 
programme? 
? What are the challenges when running this programme?  
? What remains unsolved? What frustrates you?  
? You told me you have few facilitators capable of dealing with men – what are the special 
challenges when dealing with men?  
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 B) Interview guide – Operation Gideon facilitators  
Introductions  
I am doing some research for my master’s thesis on HIV/AIDS prevention programmes, and 
I’m especially focusing on efforts to involve men and reach out to men in such efforts. I would 
like to ask you some general questions about Operation Gideon and what you do in operation 
Gideon.  
First you can maybe tell me a little bit about yourself, your background – when and why did 
you start working for FFL and when did you become involved with OG.  
Rationales 
? In your point of view what is the overall goal of Operation Gideon? 
o or what are you trying to achieve with Operation Gideon  
? How are you trying to achieve this?  
? What are the advantages/disadvantages with tackling these problems in this way?  
? What are the advantages of a community-based approach?  
? What role does the faith-based approach play in relation to Operation Gideon?  
Techniques 
? Can you tell me in detail about the different issues you discuss with the men?  
? Why do you discuss these issues?  
? How do you raise these issues/how do you interact with the men? And why? 
o Or what method of communication do you use? 
? What are some of the responses you get? 
? Can you give a specific example of a certain issue you raised and the kind of discussions 
it brought up? 
 
? Are you involved in the mobilization of the men? 
? If so, what are the challenges in mobilization? 
Successes and challenges 
? Have you noticed or seen any impact yet?  
? What you have learned since being involved with Operation Gideon? 
? What are the challenges you face when dealing with these men? /Are the any special 
challenges compared to the other programs? 
? What can be done to meet these challenges? 
 
? What is your dream? 
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 C) Interview guide – second interview with Head of FFL   
 Part I – Recap of questions last time, when recording failed 
? What are the advantages and disadvantages with a community-based approach? 
? Operation Gideon  
o Have you seen or noticed any impact yet in? What kind? 
o What have you learned? (Can you elaborate on something you said last time: 
you have to live what preach).  
o What are the challenges? Any special challenges when dealing with men? 
? Dream scenario  
Part II – More on rationales/techniques  
? Why have you chosen to meet men alone? (is it on purpose that Operation Gideon has 
become groups for only men/ or was the initial idea just to find a way to get to meet men) 
? In some Operation Gideon groups they have begun bringing their wives, what are the 
advantages/disadvantages with that?  
? The future plan is to have groups for only men and only women (mostly) and then other 
groups for couples. Why has it been arranged this way? What are the 
advantages/disadvantages with this approach? 
? Can you tell me a little more about how you interact with the women in Good Samaritan? 
? What do you think of the ‘Be a Man’ campaign? How does that message relate to what 
you are doing in Operation Gideon? 
? What is the purpose with the value sessions? 
Part III – Questions about things I have observed 
? As far as I’ve understand the method you generally use in FFL is to make people think for 
themselves by asking questions, discussing, challenging them. At the same time, you’ve 
said that facilitators should know where they are leading people, and end sessions with 
‘showing the way’. To me this could be considered some-what contradictory, one hand you 
say you want people to make up their own minds on the basis of the information you 
provide, but on the other hand you have ‘recommendations’ in the end about how they 
should make up their minds. Can you explain how these two methods play together, how it 
works, why you prefer to work this way?  
? I have often heard you say we are not only talking about HIV/AIDS, but we trying to touch 
the whole person. Can you elaborate what you mean by that? And why your goal is this? 
Part IV – The causes of HIV 
? In your opinion what are some of the main causes of the spread of HIV?  
? What do you think about the view that AIDS is a punishment from God? 
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 Appendix 2: Interview guides for the ‘Be a Man’ campaign 
staff 
A) Interview guide – Campaign Coordinator YEAH 
Introductions 
I am a student from Denmark, doing some research for my master’s thesis in IDS and PA on 
HIV/AIDS prevention programmes. I am especially interested in efforts to involve and reach 
out to men in prevention efforts, so I would like to ask you some general questions about the Be 
a Man campaign, like why is was initiated and what it is your are trying to do with this 
campaign.   
 
? First can you tell me a little bit about yourself and your background? 
? How long have you been with YEAH and what is your position with YEAH? 
? What is your role/task in the Be a Man campaign?  
? When was the campaign initiated?  
? How long will it run? 
Rationales   
? Why is there a need for the ’Be a Man’ campaign? /Why was it initiated?  
? What is the overall goal of the campaign? 
? What are you trying to achieve with this campaign? 
? What is the key message of the campaign? 
Methods/techniques 
? How are you trying to achieve this goal? (short on the different methods, remember 
mostly interested in training of service providers)  
? Why do you conduct training/workshops with service providers? What is the overall goal 
with this? 
? What is the message/knowledge you are trying to communication to them?  
? Are they any specific challenges with training FBOs?  
Successes and challenges  
? In terms of training service providers – how do they respond to the training/the message?  
? What are the challenges?  
? In terms of getting the general message across – What are the successes and challenges?  
 
? What is your dream?  
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 B) Interview guide – Communication Adviser HCP  
Introductions 
I am a student from Denmark, doing some research for my master’s thesis in IDS and PA on 
HIV/AIDS prevention programmes. I am focusing on efforts to involve and reach out to men in 
prevention efforts. I’ve been looking into a community-based programme that does this, and the 
Be Man campaign. I would like to ask you some general questions about the Be a Man 
campaign, like what it is your are trying to do with this campaign, how you are trying to do this 
and the challenges you face in running this campaign. .    
 
? First, can you tell me a little bit about yourself and your background? 
? What role does HCP play in the Be a Man campaign/what is the task of HCP in relation to 
the campaign? 
? What role or tasks do you have in relation to the campaign?  
 
? When was the campaign initiated?  
? How long will it run? 
Rationales   
? Why do you think there’s a need for the ’Be a Man’ campaign?  
? What is the overall goal of the campaign? / What are you trying to achieve with this 
campaign? 
? What is the key message of the campaign? 
Methods/techniques 
? How are you trying to achieve this goal? 
? Do you know why these methods have been chosen/ or what are the advantages with these 
methods? 
? How far have you come in implementing the campaign, what are the specific steps that 
have already been taken, what are you working on now?  
? Which challenges do you face in implementing the various aspects of the campaign?  
 
? A part of the campaign is also to conduct training/workshops with service providers. What 
is the overall goal with this? 
? What is the message/knowledge you are trying to communicate to them?  
Successes and challenges  
? Since you have worked with the Be a Man campaign, what have you learned?  
 
? In terms of training service providers – how do they respond to the training/the message?  
? What are the challenges?  
? In terms of getting the general message across – What are the successes and challenges?  
 
? What is your dream?  
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 c) Interview guide – Regional Director HCP 
Introductions 
I am a student from Denmark, doing some research for my master’s thesis in IDS and PA on 
HIV/AIDS prevention programmes. I am focusing on efforts to involve and reach out to men in 
prevention efforts. I’ve been looking into a community-based programme that does this, and the 
Be Man campaign. I have talked to the communication advisor from HCP and the campaign 
coordinator at YEAH, and I’m interested in talking to you about the background of the 
campaign, such as why it was initiated and the ideas behind it.  
 
? To start can you introduce yourself, your background? 
? What is your role/task in relation to the ‘Be a Man’ campaign?  
Background 
? What role did HCP play in initiating the campaign?  
? What is the background of the campaign?  
? What ideas, events, or policies prompted the initiation of this campaign? 
 
? Which partners were involved in developing the campaign and why?  
Rationales 
? Why is there a ‘need’ for the ‘Be a Man’ campaign  
? What is the overall goal of the campaign?  
? What are the problems or challenges you are trying to address with this campaign? 
? How are you trying to achieve this goal?  
Successes and challenges 
? In the process of developing and working with this campaign, what have you learned?  
? In terms of reaching the overall goal of the campaign, which challenges do you face?  
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 Appendix 3: Extract from “Be a Man – Repositioning 
Masculinity in Uganda”  
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